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CURRENT TOPICS. 

Mr. Justice Brvcr, who leaves town on Saturday, the 18th 
inst., to join the North-Eastern Circuit at Newcastle, expects to 
be able to return to London by the 30th of March, unless pre- 
vented by stress of business at s. On that day the learned 
judge proposes to take up the work of both the Chancery and 
Queen’s Bench Division during the whole of the Easter Vacation. 





Stxcz tue Court of Appeal No. 2 completed the hensing last 
week of all the cases a before it, the three members of that 
court have dispersed themselves in various directions, Lord 
Justice Lorzs assisting in the Probate Division. As oye 
Lord Justice Kay, we regret to learn that the state of his 
health renders it unadvisable that he should undertake any 
fresh judicial duties for the present. 





Aw appiTion to the list of Queen’s Counsel has been announced 
during the past week in the person of Mr. Davip Bryyon 
Joxzs, M.P. Mr. Jones was formerly judge of County Court 
No. 53, but resigned that position before the general 
election. 





Tue cases recently transferred to Mr. Justice Wricut, arranged 
in the order in which they are placed in the cause book, are 

iven in another column. The earliest of these cases was set 

own in December, 1891, and the latest in January, 1893. No 
conclusion of any great value can be deduced from these dates 
without some special knowledge as to the reasons why the 
earliest cases have been pa. over. Negotiations for com- 
promise may in numerous cases have caused postponement, 





Writine Last YEAR on the to restrict the law officers 
from ve practice, we pointed out that the inevitable result 
must be to increase the burdens on the public. The reply of 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer to Mr. Powst, Wrt11aMs’ 
question in the House of Commons last week reveals to some 
extent this amount of this increase. The “clerical staff of 
the law officers’ department” is to cost £1,350 a year, but no 
information is yet vouchsafed as to the increased fees which it is 
understood are to be paid to the law officers in connection with 
Government business. 

16 





ia ee 





Ct ht 








TORS’ JOURNAL. 


Tenn 


iis 


Feb. 18, 1893. — 











262 THE SOLICI 
‘ Reorre for long life for retired judges and practitioners— 
have some objects of keen interest other than law. Sir James 
Bacon, who at threescore years and ten was still an advocate, 
and who, after sixteen years’ service as a judge, retired at the 
age of eighty-eight, celebrated his entrance on his ninety- 
sixth year by a birthday reception on Saturday. It should, 
however, be added that the recipe, to be successful, must 
be applied long before retirement. The judge or practi- 
tioner must have the power, as the last of the Vice-Chan- 
cellors had, to shake off the weight of his business when he 
leaves the scene of his labours. No one who saw Sir Jamzs 
Bacon, after a hard day’s work in court, enjoying the music at, 
say, a Monday Popular Concert, would imagine that he bore the 
slightest load of worry or care. Everywhere in society he was 
the genial man of the world, keenly interested in literature, 
music, and the drama, and ready to talk about anything except 
law. Alas, however, we must also say that, for the complete 
success of the recipe, the patient must possess that wonderful 
combination of the vivacity of youth with the experience of 
mature age which Sir James Bacon happily possesses, but which 
so few men of the present day enjoy. 








Ir 1s perhaps a little difficult to understand the ground upon 
which Vavenan WILL1AMs, J., hasdistinguished the caseof Re Van- 
sittart, Ex parte Brown (reported elsewhere), from Je Briggs § 
Spicer (39 W.R.377; 1891,2Ch.127), Certain valuable presents, 
consisting of diamond jewellery, had been given by a husband 
to his wife, and within two years the husband became bankrupt. 
On a former hearing (ante, p. 12) it was decided that the gift 
was a settlement within section 47 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
and that it was therefore void against the trustee in bankruptcy. 
When, however, the trustee sought to recover the property, it 
was found to be with a firm of stockbrokers, to whom the lady 
had pledged it, and they claimed to retain it. Vauenan 
Wir1aus, J., allowed their claim, oa the ground that they had 
taken without notice of the settlement. With the result, as a 
matter of natural justice, none would be disposed to quarrel, 
but its correctness in law depends upon the terms of the section 
referred to above. According to this, voluntary settlements, if 
the settlor becomes bankrupt within two years, are void against 
the trustee in bankruptcy, and so too if he becomes bankrupt 
within ten years, unless the parties claiming under the settle- 
ment can prove his solvency. In Jte Briggs §& Spicer the ques- 
tion arose whether this did not for ten years prevent the 
grantee under a voluntary settlement of land from making 
a title which the court would force upon an unwilling purchaser, 
and Srrruine, J., held that it did, a decision which is a source 
of great practical inconvenience. But the section appears to 
require this construction. The purchaser would claim under 
the settlement, and for ten years, therefore, he would have 
thrown. upon him the burden of proving the settlor’s 
solvency at the time of the settlement, a burden which few 
purchasers would care to undertake. A remark, however, was 
made by Srirurna, J., which may have suggested the decision in 
the present case. The purchaser, he said, had notice frowa the 
circumstances of the case of the liability of the settlement to 
avoidance. In fe Vansittart, on the other hand, the pledgees of 
the jewellery had no such notice. But upon examination the 
section does not appear to contain any reservation in favour of 
purchasers for value without notice, and in this it differs from 
the 13 Eliz. c. 5, which contains an express reservation in favour 
of purchasers without notice of fraud. But for such reservation 
it eo that fraud on the part of the grantor would have 
avoided a conveyance although the grantee was quite innocent. 
So under the present statute, which does not depend upon 
fraud, but upon bankruptcy and insolvency, it would seem that, 
in the absence of express provision, the bankruptcy within 
two years, or insolvency followed by bankruptcy within 
ten years, makes the settlement void against persons claim- 
ing under it, whether they have or have not notice. Moreover, 
if a reservation as to persons taking without notice of the 
settlement is to be read into the section, this is quite different 
from the reservation in the statute of Elizabeth. A voluntary 
settlement has never in itself constituted fraud as against 
creditors ; the reservation went further, and saved purchasers 





who had no notice of fraud, although they might know a 
settlement to be voluntary. And though the different mode 
of framing of section 47 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, may 
make it natural to modify the reservation, so that it shall not 
apply to those who have notice of the settlement, yet the 
change should be observed. If an express reservation were 
now to be introduced it would probably be convenient to avoid 
the settlement altogether within the two years except as against 
purchasers without notice of it, and after that to revert to the 
policy of 13 Eliz., and save a purchaser with notice of the 
settlement unless he could be shewn to have known of the insol- 
vency of the settlor. 





Mr. Munron (whose letter will be found in another column) 
again returns to the charge against us for having, as he says, 
inadvertently committed ourselves to an inaccurate expression 
in using the words “geographical limit” as applied to the 
jurisdiction of a commissioner for oaths under his commission. 
We need hardly say that it is not the mere accuracy or in- 
accuracy of the expression used which has called forth Mr. 
Mvunton’s second letter, nor do we propose to deal with that 
part of the question between Mr. Munton and ourselves except 
in passing, and in order to remove misapprehension from the 
point of importance which underlies it, and which Mr. Muntox 
seeks to establish. As we pointed out last week (ante, p. 243), 
the question as to the mere accuracy or inaccuracy of our ex- 
pression resolves itself into one of the meaning intended to be 
attached to that expression. In the sense Mr. Munron takes 
the words used, we freely admit that there is no geographical 
limit to a commissioner’s power to act under his commis- 
sion. But we think it would be a most misleading in- 
accuracy to say, because there is no geographical limit 
to a commission for oaths in one particular direction, that 
therefore there is no geographical limit at all, when, as a matter 
of fact, in another direction a commissioner’s jurisdiction is 
strictly limited geographically. Subjectively, a commissioner is 
untrammelled by geographical limitation—i.c., the English 
courts acknowledge the validity of his acts wheresoever they have 
been performed ; objectively he has jurisdiction to act only 
within a defined geographical limit—viz., ‘for use in 
England.” ‘There i3, therefore, a geographical limit to his 
jurisdiction, though not in the direction towards which Mr. 
Munton’s vision was exclusively turned when he took ex- 
ception to the phrase used. The point of importance which 
underlies this difference as to verbal accuracy is whether 
an English commission, coupled with the definition of a com- 
missioner’s jurisdiction in the Commissioners for Oaths Act, 
empowers a commissioner to go to any and every country 
beyond England and there swear foreigners or British subjects 
to affidavits for use in England. Mr. Munron, we think, states 
the power of a commissioner in this respect clearly and ac- 
curately. A commissioner has not, of course, any actual com- 
mission or enabling statutery power bestowed upon him to go 
to a foreign country and swear the subjects of that country to 
affidavits, &c., for use in England. Neither our Parliament 
nor the Lord Chancellor could confer such a power upon 
anyone. But Parliament has power to enact that the official 
acts of a commissioner for oaths shall bo recognized in England 
wherever they have been performed. And that is what has 
been done by the introduction of the words ‘‘in England or 
elsewhere” into section 1 (2) of the Commissioners for Oaths 
Act, 1889. While, however, we entirely agree that if a com- 
missioner administers an oath abroad to a foreigner, the English 
court will consider the oath duly administered, we think it is 
important that every commissioner who so acts in a foreign 
country should have an accurate and precise idea of the nature 
and effect of the statutory authorify under which the validity 
of his official act is acknowledged in England. If he were to 
be arrested, for example, in Germany for swearing a German 
subject there (as he certainly would be), and were to inform the 
authorities that under an English statute he was ‘entitled to 
administer an oath all over the world for use in England,” he 
would commit an inaccuracy of expression which might entail 
unpleasant results, though he might have only meant to conve 
that if he administered an oath out of England, the Englis 
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court would accept the fact and act upon the document so 
vouched, 





In the case of Summers v. Holborn District Board of Works 
(reported in another column) the Divisional Court had a difficult 


ae a 
fiting his children and their issue, it probably makes no differ- 
ence whether he leaves property to them as a class, or whéther 
he leaves it to them by name; but it has been decided that it 
makes all the difference in the world so far as re tho 
operation of section 33. If he leaves it to his children » 


question to decide. The point, shortly stated, was whether the | Dame, and one dies in his lifetime, leaving issue living at his 


very stringent powers given by section 65 of 57 Geo. 3, c. xxix. 
(commonly known as Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act), to certain 
local authorities in the metropolis for the summary removal of 
street stalls or barrows for the sale of wares, and for the punish- 
ment of the person who has failed to remove them upon being 
requested to do so, were still enforceable, or whether the conduct 
of the costermonger’s business is now governed by the Metro- 
politan Streets Acts, 1867 and 1868. The earlier of those two Acts 
contains (section 6) a provision dealing with obstruction by the 
deposit of goods in a street ; the object aimed at being similar 
to that of Michael Angelo Taylor’s enactment, but the penalty 
imposed upon offenders being of a milder character. Both the 
Act of 1867 (section 27) and the Metropolitan Police Act, 1839 
(section 74)—with which the Act of 1867 is to be construed as one 
—contain saving clauses as to powers and proceedings under other 
Acts. Up to this point, therefore, it would appear that cases of 
obstruction by costermongers’ barrows re. be dealt with 
either by the local authority under Michael Angelo Taylor’s 
Act or by the police under the Act of 1867. But the Metro- 
politan Streets Act, 1868 (section 1), repealed section 6 of the Act 
of the previous year as regards costermongers who carry on their 
business in accordance with the regulations issued by the police. 
Here was an invitation to costermongers to trade: was it also a 
charter guaranteeing for them an immunity from molestation as 
long as they conformed to the police regulations? This is the 
question which the court has decided in the affirmative, on the 
ground, mainly, that section 1 of the Act of 1867 is inconsistent 
with the provisions of Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act, and must 
be taken to have repealed them by implication. A difficulty in 
the way of this decision was that both the persons at whose 
instance and the persons against whom proceedings may be 
taken under Michael Taylor Angelo’s Act and under the Metro- 
politan Streets Acts are not the same; the first Act in- 
aga | as offenders the employer of the person causing 
the obstruction and the owner of the goods. But the 
costermonger could be proceeded against under either enact- 
ment, and as regards him, therefore, the earlier and later 
statutes deal with the same subject-matter, and contain incon- 
sistent provisions as to procedure and penalties. And, as the 
judges pointed out, the Legislature can hardly have intended 
that the costermongers should be freed from the milder penal- 
ties of the Act of 1867 and yet remain liable to have barrows 
and goods swept away by the arbitrary act of a district board or 
a vestry under the sterner enactment contained in section 65 of 
the Act of the year 1817. It is strange that it was held by the 
Court of Appeal ia Brackley v. The Vestry of St. Mary, Battersea 
(38 W. R. 28, 23 Q. B. D. 486) that this arbitrary power to 
seize an obnoxious barrow (even in the absence of any convic- 
tion under section 65) is still in existence, and it is unfortunate 
that the later legislation does not seem to have been brought to 
the attention of the court in that case. The present decision 
seems to be in accordance with good sense, and to be founded 
upon the application of sound principles of construction to the 
somewhat tangled mass of legislation dealing with the subject. 
It will, at least, be very welcome in Farringdon-street, which was 
the /ocus in quo of the offending barrow. 





Tue pectston of Currry, J., in Re Harvey, Harvey v. Gillow (ante, 

. 212) appears to be the inevitable result of the authorities, but it 
rings into prominence the hardship of the construction which 
has been put upon section 33 of the Wills Act in respect of gifts 
to a testator’s children or other issue asaclass. That section 
provides that where any person being a child or other issue of 
the testator, to whom anf se ersonal property has been devised 
or bequeathed, dies in the lifetime of the testator leaving issue, 
and any such issue is living at the death of the testator, the 
devise or bequest is not to lapse, but to take effect as if the 
devisee or legatee had died immediately after the testator. Now, 
so far as concerns the intentions of the testator in respect of bene- 


death, the section of course operates to prevent a lapse. But if 
he leaves it to his children as a class, there comes in the rule of 
_ construction that only those children are entitled under the gift 
who are living at his death. Consequently, as to any who have 
died in his life, they take no interest under the gift; there are 
therefore no shares to lapse, and section 33 cannot be invoked 
to prevent a lapse: Olney v. Bates (3 Drew. 319), Browne v. 
Hammond (Johns. 210). In other words, section 33 only applies 
in cases where but for that section there would be a lapse, and 
as in cases of gifts to a class there is no lapse, it cannot apply 
to such cases. This reasoning, though the result is to be 
regretted, seems irresistible, and none the less so where, as in 
the present case of Harvey v. Gillow, there is no person who 
by surviving the testator becomes a member of the class, 
although one or more persons who might have been members 
die in his lifetime. In this event there is still no lapse so as to 
attract the operation of the section, the gift failing of effect 
altogether because there are no persons to take under it. The 
hardship upon the issue of deceased children appears, Pegs 
to be greater because the property goes away from the class 
altogether, but in truth it is exactly the same as in the previous 
case. In each case alike ey 4 are excluded who, if a more 
liberal construction could have been given to the Wills Act, 
would have been benefited. Such a construction can only be 
attained now by legislation. 








ON THE INCOME OF CQNTINGENT GIFTS OF 
RESIDUE. 


I. 


Ture is a question of constant occurrence and of considerable 
importance, as to which there is an apparent difference of 
judicial opinion—viz., If there is a gift y will of residuary 
personal property in trust for ‘such children as attain twenty- 
one,” with no express direction as to intermediate income, does 
the child who first attains twenty-one take the whole of the 
income until another child attains that age? It is generally, but 
we think incorrectly, stated that Norrn, J., adopt this view in 
Re Jeffery, Burt vy. Arnold (1891, 1 Ch. 671), while this incorrect 
statement of the decision was dissented from by Curry, J., in 
Re Burton’s Will, Banks v. Heaven (1892, 2 Ch. 38). 

In Re Jeffrey, Burt v. Arnold, the testator made a gift 
of all his real and personal property to his trustees upon 
trust to convert into money and invest, and, subject to the 
payment of certain life annuities, upon trust for such children 
of A., B., and C. (three persons living at the death of the 
testator) as should attain twenty-one. Nonrn, J., held that 
the children could not be maintained under the power con- 
tained in the 43rd section of the Conveyancing Act, 1881 (44 & 
45 Vict. c. 41), on two grounds: First, that as the class was 
susceptible of increase it was impossible to say to what share 
any infant would ultimately become entitled, and that, there- 
fore, on the authority of Le Dickson (29 Ch. D. 331°, no infant 
was entitled to maintenance—a view that is probably correct— 
and, secondly, that during the period while the number of the 
class is not ascertained, the whole income belongs to those 
members of the class who have attained twenty-one. 

In Le Burton’s Will the gift was “to children who, being 
sons, shall attain the age of twenty-one years, or, ee] 
daughters, shall attain that age or marry,” and it was h 
that a child who had attained twenty-one was only entitled to 
the income of the share of the capital iu which he had attained 
a vested interest. 

There is a distinction of some nicety between the albove-men- 
tioned cases. In Re Jeffery the maximum number of the persons 
who could by any possibility become members of the class was 
not, though the minimum was, ascertained; in Re Burton the 
minimum number was, though the maximum number was not, 





|ascertained. In the former case the total number of the persons 
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who could by any possibility constitute the class was not known; | 


in the latter case that number was known, though it was not 


known which of them would, in the event, be membors of the | 


class. It appears to follow that there is no necessary diverg- | 
ence between the views of Norrn, J., and Currry, J., as ex: | 
pressed in the above-mentioned cases. But in te Adams, | 
Adams y. Adams (ante, p. 131), where the words were similar to | 
those in Le Burton, Norru, J., expressed an opinion, though he | 
did not decide, as the case had not arisen, that the first child 
attaining a vested interest would take the whole of the income. 

Where it is alleged that a gift of property is made by will | 
two different questions arise—/irst, what is the subject-matter of | 
the gift—in other words, what is the thing that is given? and 
second, who are the objects of the gift—v.c., to whom is the | 
thing given. It is of importance to keep these questions apart. | 
Much of the apparent differenve of judicial opinion as to the 
destination of the income of contingent gifts of residue arises 
from confounding them. 

Now what is residue? It appears convenient to discuss 
residue of personalty and realty separately. The residue of per- 
sonalty is that part of the testator’s estate which is not speci- 
fically bequeathed by him, and which remains after payment of 
his debts and testamentary expenses and the legacies bequeathed 
by his will. It is sometimes said that residue includes all 
lapsed and void legacies. But possibly the more correct 
phraseology is that which we have used, by which we define it 
as including all the personal estate not required for the pur- 
poses that we have mentioned. In this sense of the word it will 
be observed that, strictly speaking, there is no such thing as 
income of residue (Green v. Ekins, 2 Atk., at p. 476); any in- 
come arising from those parts of the testator’s personal estate 
which are not specifically bequeathed is applicable equally with 
the capital towards payment of debts, testamentary expenses, and 
legacies. An example will make this more clear. Suppose that 
part of the testator’s estate not specifically bequeathed consists of 
an annuity which ceases at the expiration of one year after his 
death, and that another part consists of a reversionary interest 
in personalty which falls into possession at the same time, one 
part of this property consists of income only, the other part of 
capital only, and yet they both form part of his personal | 
property, and if not required for the purposes above pointed 
out form part of his residue. 

The question what is residue in the strict sense of the word 
is a very different question from one with which it is sometimes 
confounded—viz., when residue is given on trust for A. for life, 
with remainder to B., what part of the residue is to be con- | 
sidered as income, and therefore payable to A., and what part 
is to be considered as capital, and therefore to be preserved for 
B. ? (see as to this distinction Zolgate v. Jennings, 24 Beav. 623, 
and Allhusen vy. Whittell, L. R. 4 Eq. 295). All that is generally 
meant by income of residue is that part of the residue to which 
a tenant for life of the residue is entitled. 

If the will contains a contingent gift of residuary personalty 
the intermediate income passes, not as income strictly eo called, 
but ‘it follows the principal as accessory, and must, therefore, 
during the period which the law allows for accumulation, be 
accumulated and added to the principal” (per Wesrsury, C., 
in Bective v. Hodgson, 10 H. L. Cas., at p. 665); in other words, 
it forms part of the residue. 

“Residue,” as applied to real estate, has a very different 
meaning. Before the Wills Act a man could only devise that 
which he had, and, therefore, if a man devised Blackacre to A. 
and the residue of his real estate to B., this devise only con- 
sisted of the land other than Blackacre which he ‘‘ had” at the 
date of his will, so that it really was a specific devise; and 
although a will made or republished sinco 1837 speaks as to the 
property contained in it from the death of the testator, so that it 
may pass any land acquired by the testator after the date of 
his will, still the description is specific. The property passing 
by the residuary devise can bo ascertained at the death 
of the testator, it does not, as in the caso of a residuary 
bequest, depend upon the amount of his debts and legacies. It 
follows that it is quite correct to speak of “rents and profits” 
or of ‘income ” of the residuary real estate, and to distinguish 
them from the residuary real estate itself. Tho person for the 
time being cntitled to the residuary realty in possession is, | 











generally speaking, entitled to the rents and profits, but if, 
owing to a gap in the limitations, or owing to the enjoyment of 
the first taker being postponed, there is a period during which 
the residuary realty is given to no person, it descends during 
that period to the heir, who therefore takes the rents and profits 
during that period: Genery v. Fitzgerald (Jac. 468), Bective v. 
Hodgson (10 H. L. Cas. 650) ; the dictum of Brovenam, C., to the 
contrary in Ackers v. Phipps (9 Cl. & Fin. 691) must be considered 
as overruled. 


PROCEDURE IN LICENSING APPEALS. 


Tue effect of several recent decisions has been to introduce 
serious changes in the procedure upon Sem from licensing 
justices to courts of quarter sessions, but the practice may now 
be regarded as almost settled. ‘The section which gives the 
right of appeal—section 27 of the Licensing Act, 1828 (9 Geo. 
1, c. 61)—also prescribes the procedure to be observed, and, 
amongst other things, service of the notice of appeal upon all the 
justices who adjudicated in the case is required. That section 
governed the practice until in two licensing appeals heard in 
the year 1891 the point was taken that licensing justices were a 
court of summary jurisdiction, and that the procedure to be 
followed upon licensing appeals was the same as that which is 


' followed in other appeals from the decisions of courts of sum- 


mary jurisdiction. Those cases came before the Queen’s Bench 
Division, and ultimately before the Court of Appeal last year 
—(The Queen v. The Justices of Glamorganshire and The Queen v, 
The Justices of Pontypool, 40 W.R. 436; 1892, 1 Q. B, 621)— 
and the judges unanimously decided that the view that the 
licensing justices are courts of summary jurisdiction is correct, 
and that so much of section 27 of the Licensing Act, 1828, 
as is inconsistent with the rules of procedure laid down 
in the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, is repealed. The 
decision was based upon section 13, sub-section 11, of the Inter- 
pretation Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 63), which is as follows: 
‘‘The expression ‘court of summary jurisdiction’ shall mean 
any justice or justices of the peace or other magistrate, by 
whatever name called, to whom jurisdiction is given by, or who 
is authorized to act under, the Summary Jurisdiction Acts, 
whether in England, Wales, or Ireland, and whether acting 
under the Summary Jurisdiction Acts, or any of them, or under 
any other Act, or by virtue of his commission, or under the 
common law.” As Fry, L.J., observes in his judgment in the 
cases referred to, a more exhaustive definition cannot be 
imagined. It is strange, however, that the change in the 
practice regarding appeals under the Licensing Act should have 
been effected by an Interpretation Act and not by an Act ex- 
pressly dealing with questions of licensing, and this, we may 
suppose, is the reason for the doubt which existed in the minds 
of authorities upon the subject as to the applicability of the 
procedure under the Summary Jurisdiction Acts. 

The Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vict. c. 49), s. 
31, provides that upon appeal from a court of summary juris- 
diction to a court of quarter sessions ‘the appelJant shall, 
within the prescribed time, give notice of appeal by 
serving on the other party and on the clerk of the said court of 
summary jurisdiction notice in writing of his intention to appeal, 
and of the general grounds of such appeal”; and section 33 of 
the same Act provides that a person aggrieved by the determina- 
tion of a court of summary jurisdiction, on the ground that it 
is erreneous in point of law or is in excess of jurisdiction, may 
apply to the court to state a special case. That Act incorporates 
the Act 20 & 21 Vict. c. 43, which provides that where a person 
is appealing by way of special case he shall give ‘‘notice in 
writing of such appeal, with a copy of the case so stated and 
signed, to the other party to the proceedizg in which the 
determination was given.” The notice of appeal must, there- 
fore, in appeals under either of these two provisions, be given 
to ‘‘ the other party,” and two recent decisions have dealt with 
the question who is to be deemed to be “the other party” 
within the meaning of the Acts. The person who most 
commonly serves notice of objection to the granting or the 
renewal of a licence is the local superintendent of police; 
having served his notice, he is entitled to be heard in opposition 
to the application. Is he, under such circumstances, a party 
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the proceedings, and must he be served as being “the 
other party” in the event of an appeal by the applicant 
for the licence from the refusal of the justices to grant 
or renew the same? These questions have been answered in 
the affirmative in the cases of Price v. James (41 W. R. 57; 
1892, 2 Q. B. 428) and The Queenv. The Justices of Gloucestershire 
(reported in another column). The former case was an appeal 
by the applicant for a renewal of his licence, by way of special 
case stated under section 33 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 
1879, and it was there pointed out that the justices could not 
properly be made respondents to an ap in which they had 
themselves stated the special case. The latter case was an 
appeal (under the Licensing Act, 1828) by the landlords of 
licensed premises as ‘‘ persons agrieved”’ by the refusal of the 
justices to renew the licence upon the application of the tenant. 
In both cases it was held that the person who had appeared and 
opposed the renewal of the licence (viz., the superintendent of 
police) was “the other party,” and that service upon him of 
notice was a condition precedent to the hearing of the appeal. 

The — of the —— under the Summary Juris- 
diction Acts has got rid of the necessity to serve all the justices 
who adjudicated in the case—often a very difficult matter—but 
another and an equally serious difficulty appears to arise: the 
number of persons who may give notice of objection and be 
heard in opposition to the granting or renewal of a licence is, 
so far as we are aware, unlimited, and there appears to be no 
doubt that each one of them is “ the other party” within the 
meaning of the Acts. If they all appear by one solicitor service 
upon the solicitor would probably be held to be effectual; but 
the appearance would not always be by one solicitor, and even 
where it was so, the effect of service upon him is not free 
from doubt. 








LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 

Bits oF SALE.—The Lord Chancellor’s Bill to amend and consoli- 
date the law relating to bills of sale is divided into three parts, the 
first dealing with bills of sale generally, the second with bills of sale 
intended as securities for money, while the third is supplemental. 
The first clause specifies respectively the documents which are, and 
those which are not, to be regarded as bills of sale, and provides that 
bills of sale intended as security for money shall be absolutely void if 
not complying with the requirements of the Act; others will be void 
only against execution creditors and upon bankruptcy. The require- 
ments applicable to all bills of sale are, the true statement of the 
consideration, attestation by one witness, and registration. The 
further requirements applicable to bills of sale intended as security 
for money are, that the consideration must not be less than £30, and 
that the goods must be specifically described in a schedule; but the 
statutory form is no longer to & obligatory. It is retained for 
optional use, but the protection of grantors is secured by specifying 
the matters which must be introduced, whatever be the form of the 
bill of sale. These are the consideration, the princi sum and 
interest, or any pecuniary consideration in lieu of or in addition to 
interest, for which it is to be a security, the mode of repayment, and 
the causes for which the grantee is to take ion. These causes, 
however, are restricted, as at present, by clause 20. The Bill appears 
to be a great improvement on the existing statutes, and it introduces 
order where there has hitherto been chaos, but it is too early to pro- 
nounce an opinion whether it successfully avoids the difficulties which 
have arisen on those statutes. A minor improvement is effected by 
the uniform use of the word ‘‘ goods,” this being defined to mean 
chattels personal other than things in action and money. 

TRUSTEES.—The Lord Chancellor’s Bills to consolidate respectively 
the enactments relating to trustees, and those relating to the adminis- 
tration of the estates of deceased persons have also been printed. 
The former is substantially identical with the Consolidation Bill 
passed by the House of Lords in 1891, and it does not propose to 
make rf alterations in the law except such as are necessarily 
incidental to the process of consolidation. Certain enactments it is 
intended to supersede by rules of court, and a draft of rules has been 
Pp ed for this purpose. Part I. of the Bill deais with investments, 
and contains the provisions of the Trust Investment Act, 1889, and 
the sections of the Trustee Act, 1888, as to loans by trustees and 
liability for loss through improper investments. Part II.—‘‘ Various 
powers and duties of trustees ””—commences with the provisions of 
the Conveyancing Acts as to appointment of new trustees, and con- 
tains other provisions of those Acts and of the Trustee Act, 1888, 
relating to sales, the renewal of leases, maintenance of infants, and 
other matters. Part III. is intended to the provisions of the 
Trustee Acts, 1850 and 1852, as to the appointment of new trustees 











by the court and the making of vesting orders, and it introduces also 
the existing statutory rules as to the limitation of actions in trust 
matters, and section 6 of the Trustee Act, 1888, ing the court to 
allow a trustee indemnity for a breach of trust out of the interest of 
an instigating beneficiary. In the definition clause the definition of 
‘“‘trust” and ‘‘ trustee’’ has been taken from the Trustee Act, 1850, 
but, having regard to the other consolidated enactments, this seems to 
be too wide. It would enable any implied or constructive trustee to 
appoint new trustees, a power which he does not at present appear to 


possess. 

ADMINISTRATION OF EsTATES.—The object of the Administration of 
Estates Bill is to consolidate the enactments which relate to the 
general duties and ape» of legal personal representatives and the 
administration of the estates of deceased ns, but the Bill does 
not include provisions relating to pression’ or to inland revenue. 
The law of real estate is only dealt with where it comes into contact 
with the law of personalty, as in the matter of liability for payment 
of debts. The Acts which are reproduced, and which it is therefore 
proposed to repeal, are very numerous, extending from certain 
— of the Statute of Westminster II. to the Intestates Act, 


BurLpine Socretres,—Mr. Asquitn’s Bill to amend the Buildin 
Societies Acts is a short one of nine sections. It deals chiefly wi 
the inspection of books and the making of annual returns. Under 
clause 2 every person having an interest in the funds of a buildin 
society is to be entitled to inspect the books and to take extracts, an 
the powers of inspection of section 23 of the Friendly Societies Act, 
1875, as amended by the Act of 1887, relating to the special powers 
to be exercised by the registrar on an application from members, are, 
with certain modifications, to apply to SDuilding societies. In case of 
an omission by a society to fulfil any statutory duty as to giving 
notice or sending returns or documents, penalties are inflicted upon 
every officer in default, or, if the duty is by the rules assigned 
to no particular officer, then upon every director or member of 
the committee of management, unless he proves his ignorance 
of the breach of duty, or that he attempted to prevent it. These 
poreetens ap to carry out the reforms revently suggested by Mr. 

RABROOK, the Chief Registrar of Friendly Societies, Tat it may be 
doubted whether the persons who use building societies will be able 
to | peng themselves effectually by a private inspection of the books, 
and by the time suspicion has Hef sufficiently aroused for one-tenth 
“et together and require a public inspection the mischief will have 

nm done. 





REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Annual Digest of all the Reported Decisions of the Superior 
Courts. Including a Selection from the Irish. With a Collection of 
Cases Followed, Distinguished, Commented on, Overruled; or Ques- 
tioned. And References to the Statutes, Orders, and Rules of Court 
during the year 1892. By JoHNn Mews, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Bar Examination Annual for 1893. Stevens & Haynes, 





CORRESPONDENCE. 


COMMISSIONERS FOR OATHS. 
[T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—I am sorry that I do not see my way to leave this controversy 
where it is, anxious as I am to shew all ccmenais deference to your 
correspondent. If it were merely a question of ‘acc of 
expression” I should not pursue the point, for we are all liable to 
mistake, but the upshot of the discussion is to leave upon the minds 
of your readers that there is some doubt about the sufficiency of 
affidavits taken abroad by ish commissioners. To clear the 
ground I will restate my propositions. 

(1) I submit that an English commissioner is entitled to administer 
an oath all the world over for use in an English court—i.c., that there 

commission 


is no geographical limit to his . 

(2) I am one of those who deplore the fact that Scotland and 
Ireland are, for some purposes, m more “abroad” than, eh 
France or Belgium, but, of course, an English commissioner, if he 
happen to be in Edinburgh or Dublin, can take an affidavit in an 
English action. I have never contended that an English commis- 
sioner could administer an oath out of England to an /rish affidavit. 
This is beyond the point. 

(3) Your co mdent says, ‘‘ If Mr. Munton, when he is on the 
Continent, administers oaths to foreigners, and happens to swear a 
German subject on German soil, he will promptly be into 
prison.” I do not understand this to mean that if I took an affidavit, 
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say, at Cologne, and despatched it by post to England before 
suffering the suggested dire consequences of my conduct on German 
soil, the English court would trouble itself about me, or deduce 
therefrom that the oath was administered beyond my ‘‘ geographical 
limit.” 

The insertion in the new Oaths Act of the words ‘‘ England or 
elsewhere” was most important in these times, when any of us 
think nothing of running from one country to another, and I wish 
to avoid even a shadow of a shade of doubt as to an English com- 
missioner’s authority abroad, saving, as it often may, many miles of 
travel to a deponent residing at a distance from a consulate office. 

Francis K, Munron. 

95a, Queen Victoria-strect, E.C., Feb. 15. 

[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.’’—Eb. S. J.] 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
COMPANIES WINDING UP. 
NOTICE. 

All summonses, affidavits, and other documents to be tiled in this 
office must have a stitching margin of at least one inch, and no 
document will be accepted for filing without such stitching margin 
unless by the leave of the registrar, By ORDER. 

15th February, 1893. 


ORDER OF TRANSFER. 
Oxper or Covert. 
Thursday, the 9th day of February, 1893. 

Whereas, upon the request of the Lord Chancellor, the Honourable Mr. 
Justice Wright has, with the concurrence of the Lord Chief Justice of 
England, consented to sit and act as an additional judge of the Chancery 
Division for the purpose of hearing any causes or matters which may be 
assigned to him by the Lord Chancellor or any application therein. I, the 
Right Honourable Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do, pursuant to the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1884, s. 5, 
hereby order that, in addition to the causes assigned under the order of 
court, dated the 22nd of December, 1892, the several causes ret forth in 
the schedules hereto, be assigned to Mr. Justice Wright for the purpose 
of hearing the same or avy application connected with such hearing, and 
be marked in the cause books accordingly. And this order is to be drawn 
up by the registrar and cet up in the several offices of the Chancery Divi- 
sion of the High Court of Justice. 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Curry. 
1892. 
Cutts v Hughes 1892 © 1,272 July 21 
Rouch v Newman 1892 R 2,015 Dec 6 
Ward v Ponard 1892 W 2,044 Dec7 
In re Caithness, dec, Macgregor v Ross 1892 C 3,816 Dec7 
Elias v Elias 1892 E 335 Dec8 
Miller v Harvey 1891 M 3,232 Dec 9 
Thompson v Blewitt 1892 T 1,582 Dec 14 
In re Chandler, dec, Cooper v Culverwell 1892 C 1,403 Dec 14 
Cheesman v Nance 1892 C 3,847 Dec 21 
Union Contract Co, ld, vy Whitfield 1892 W 161 Dee 21 
Swinscow v London Tramways Co 1892 S 4,650 Dec 22 
1893. 
Malcolm v Paul 1892 M 1,419 Jan2 
Bulteel v Hodge 1892 B 202 Jan7 East Stonehouse D R 
Edwards v Cefn, Acrefair, & Rhosymedre 1892 E 239 Jan 10 
Brittain v Harris 1892 B 3,180 Jan 11 
SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Norru. 
1891. 
Smale v Bullock 1891 S 2,264 Dec 30 
1892. 
Re Tims, Tims v Tims 1892 T 159 Aug 10 
Schouten v Wartmann Schouten & Co,]d 1892 8S 862 Aug ld 
Halford v Hart 1892 H 689 Aug 16 
Elmslie v Hawes 1892 E 460 Sept 6 
Terrell v Hill 1892 T 380 Septs8 
Hodgson v De Veyscy 1890 H 3,646 Oct 18 
Re Dagg, Baker v Nicholson 1892 D 312 Oct 27 
Birt v Gavin, Gavin v Birt 1892 B 46 Oct 531 
Swift v Hooper 1891 S 4,689 Oct 31 
Connew v Johnson 1892 C 1,490 Nov15 
Stibbard v Steer 1892 S 2,074 Nov 29 
Hemstock vy Jennison 1892 H 2,091 July 28 
Re Jennison, Jennison v Jennison 1892 J 911 Nov 29 
Morgan v Bennett 1891 M 2.051 Nov 29 


THIRD SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Strriinec. 
1892, 
Fisher vy Singleton 1892 F 1,588 Nov 15 


Ilolliarake v Trusswell 1892 H 1,487 Nov 15 

Leaseholders’ Funds Corporation, ld v Rock Life Assurance Co 1892 L 
1,669 Nov 23 

Brocklesby v ‘Temperance Permanent Building Society 1892 B 2,959 
Nov 23 

Le Brasseur v Ashdown 1892 L 2,558 Nov 2! 

Ellis v Kirk 1891 E 1,480 Nov 25 

Binks v Fulton 1892 B 4,585 Decl 

Re the Brewers’ and General Fire Insurance and Guarantee Corporation, 
ld, and Companies Acts Motion December 1 

Winstanley v Knowles 1892 W 738 Decl 

Chambers v Heaver 1892 C 639 Dec 8 

Opera Glass Supply Co, ld v British and Foreign Trading Co, ld 1892 O 
93 Dec 16 

Broome v Wenham 1892 B 3,872 Dec 23 

Redler v Lubbock 1892 R 1,580 Dec 29 

1893. 
Re Burnley, Wood v Taylor 1888 B 735 Jan 2 
Jagov Jago 1892 J 1,463 Jan 2 


FOURTH SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 


Dixon v Franklin 1891 D 1,375 Feb3 
Palmer v Storey 1891 P 2,315 March 10 
Salmon v Hammond 1891 8S 283 March 14 
Re Dexter’s Trade-Marks and Patents, &c, Acts Motion March 15 
Re Wills’ Trade-Marks and Patents, &c, Acts Motion March 15 
Sell v Bell 1892 B 113 March 17 
Hope v Clark 1891 H 3,650 March 19 
Wotton v Millman 1891 W 1,856 March 29 
Re Moakes, Marshall v Burrows 1891 M 2,550 April 25 
Bonner v Bonner 1892 B 1,092 June 18 
Miln v London Co-operative Supply Stores, 1d 1891 M 5,456 July 9 
Jamesv Ochs 1892 J-6 July ll 
Armytage v Farrars,ld 1892 A 274 July 1l 
Way v Goddard 1892 W 1577 July 13 
Zeftert v Baring 1892 Z 398 July 14 
Henrscue.t, C. 





The following are the above actions in the order in which they are to be 
heard :— 
Smale v Bullock 
Dixon v Franklin Building Soc 
Palmer v Storey Le Brasseur v Ashdown 
Salmon v Hammond Ellis v Kirk 
Re Dexter’s Trade-Marks & Patents, | Stibbard v Steer 
Designs, &c, Acts Hemstock v Jenrison 
Re Wills’ Trade-Marks & Patents, | Re Jennison Jennison v Jennison 
Designs, &c, Acts Morgan v Bennett 
sell v Bell Banks v Fulton 
Hope v Clark Re The Brewers’ & Genl Fire Insce 
Wotton v Millman & Guarantee Corpn, ld, & Co's 
Re Moakes Marshall v Burrows | Acts 
Bonner v Bonner Winstanley v Knowles 
Miln v London Co-operative Supply | Rouch v Newman 
Stores, ld | Ward v Ponard 
James v Ochs Re Caithness Macgregor v Ross 
Armytage v Farrars, ld Elias v Elias 
Way v Goddard Chambers v Heaver 
Zeffert v Baring Miller v Harvey 
Cutts v Hughes Thompson v Blewitt 
| Re Tims ‘Tims v Tims Re Chandler Cooper v Culverwell 
| Schouten v Wartmann, Schouten, & | Opera Glass Supply Co, 1d v British 
Co, ld |  & Foreign Trading Co, ld 
Halford v Hart Cheesman v Nance 
Elmslie v Hawes Union Contract Co, ld v Whitfield 
Terrell v Hill Swinscow v London Tramways Co 
Hodgson v De Veysey Troome v Wenham 
Re Dagg Baker v Nicholson Redler v Lubbock 
Birt v Gavin Gavin v Birt Malcolm v Paul 
Swift v Hooper Re Burnley Wood v Taylor 
Connew v Juhnson Jago v Jago 
Fisher v Singleton Bulteel v Hodge 
Hollinrake v Truswell | Edwards v Cefn Acrefair & Rhosy- 
Leaseholders’ Fund Corpn, ld v | medre Water Co 
Rock Life Assurance Co ' Brittain v Harris 


Brocklesby v Temperance Permnt 








Tt is stated that Sir Henry James has written, for publication in an 
early number of the Forwn, an article dealing with the law affecting 
corrupt practices at elections in the United Kingdom. 


Judge Wynne Ffoulkes, on the 10th inst., gave judgment at the Birken- 
head County Court as to the legality of barbed-wire fences on public foot- 
paths. In giving judgment, his Honour said that, while the law did not 
prescribe what material must he used for making a fence, ‘there was a 
general law that a man must not do on his own land what would become 
a nuisance to the public using the road on which the land abutted. He 
held that the fence was dangerous to the public using the path, and was 
therefore a nuisance, He gave gs for the plaintiff for the amount 
claimed, but granted leave of appeal. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
JOHNSON v. DIPROSE—No. 1, 9th February. 


Trespass—Bitt or Sate—Derautt 1x Payrment—Segizvure or Goops— 
Tenpver or Amount Duzs—Remoyat or Goons —Ricut or Grantor To 
MarnTatn action or Tresrass—Ricut to Repssm—Terms or Repemp- 
TI0N—CostTs. 

This was an appeal by the defendant from the judgment of Wright, J., 
at the trial of an action witha jury. The plaintiff had given the defendant 
a bill of sale on her furniture to secure the repayment by instalments of a 
sum of money advanced to her by the defendant. The plaintiff having 
made default in payment of one of the instalments, the defendant seized 
and took possession of the goods comprised in the bill of sale. Before the 
goods were removed from the plaintiff’s premises, the plaintiff tendered 
to the defendant two sums of money in satisfaction of what was.due on 
the security of the bill of eale, viz., £51.5s., the amount of the instalment 
then due and interest, and £2 15s., the expenses of the seizare, She, 
however, accompanied this tender with a demand fora oe ig in respect 
of the sum of £2 15s., refusing to pay either sum unless such receipt was 
given by the defendant. The defendant declined to accept this tender, 
and ultimately caused the goods to be removed. The plaintiff thereupon 
commenced this action, in which she made a twofold claim against the 
defendant; in the first place, she sued at common law for trespass, claim- 
ing damages for the removal of her goods after tender made, and secondly, 
she claimed in equity for redemption, asking that on payment of what 
should be found due, satisfaction should be ordered to be entered on the 
bill of sale. The plaintiff brought into court the sum of £51 5s. At the 
trial Wright, J., held that the plaintiff had made a proper tender, and 
that she was entitled to redeem the goods on mye of £2 15s., in addi- 
tion to the sum brought into court. The question of trespass was left to 
the jury, who gave the plaintiff £55 damages for the removal of the goods 
and damage done to them thereby. Wright, J., gave judgment for the 
plaintiff with costs. The defendant appealed. 

Tue Court (Lord Fsner, M.R, and Bowen and A, L. Surrn, L JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that, as to the claim for trespass, the question 
arose what was the right construction to be p'aced on a bill of sale drawn 
in the form prescribed by the Bills of Sile Act. A bill of sale was a 
document under seal given in respect of chattels, whereby the property 
in them passed, though the possession did not pass. That was the 
meaning of a bill of sale. It was not a pledge ; for in the case of a pledge 
the property did not pass. A bill of sale might always have been drawn 
so as to make the property pass subject to conditions. But now under the 
Act the property could only pass subject to the prescribed conditions. A 
bill of sale actually drawn in the form given in the schedule would have 
given a right to the property and also a right to the possession. But the 
Act incorporated in every bill of sale the stipulations contained in section 
7. That section derogated from the absolute right of the grantee, not 
with respect to the property, but with respect to his right to take 
possession. He had the property, but he was not to take possession 
except under certain circumstances. If, among other cases, the grantor 
made default in payment of any instalment at the proper time, the 

grantee had the right to take possession. The Act then provided that the 
grantor might, by complying with the terms of the proviso to section 7, 
apply to the High Court, and the court might restrain the grantee from 
removing or selling the goods. That was a emp t remedy given to 
the grantor in place of the old chancery remedy of bringing a suit for 
redemption. If he did not do this within five days he lost the summary 
remedy, though he did not lose the equitable remedy. Therefore, 
if the grantor paid or tendered the money at the right time, the 
grantee could not seize the goods after payment or tender. If he 
did so seize’ them, he would be liable to an action for trespass. 
But if the grantor neither paid nor tendered payment at the right time, 
then by section 7 the grantee might seize the - Here there was 
neither payment nor tender till it was too late. The plaintiff had neither 
possession nor immediate right to possession, and she could not maintain 
an action for trespass. The judgment as to the common law claim was 
wrong, and the appeal as to that must succeed. Asthe claim for redemp- 
tion, the plaintiff was entitled to redeem on the terms of paying principal, 
interest, and the costs and expenses of the grantee, and the costs of the 
redemption suit. The plaintiff could not redeem on any other terms 
unless there had been oppression on the part of the defendant. There had 
been no oppression here. The decree for redemption was therefore right, 
except that the learned judge ought to have given the defendant the costs 
of the action. As to the damages for injury to the goods, it appeared 
that such damages might have been recovered in a redemption suit. The 
plaintiff would therefore be allowed those damages, but she would have 
to pay the costs of the claim for redemption. The appeal substantially 
succeeded and must be allowed with costs. 

Bowen and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Jelf, Q.C., and 
Cababé ; Herbert Reed, Q.C., and Pocock. Sorscrtors, 0. C. Kent; John 
Westcott. 


[Reported by F. G. Ruoxer, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


LE LIEVRE v. GOULD—3rd February. 
MISREPRESENTATION—MortTGAGE—-BUILDING AGREEMENT—CERTIFICATE OF 
Surveyor—Money ADVANCED ON Farrn Or—MISSTATEMENTS — NRGLIGENCE 
—Fravup—Action or Decerr. 


sional Court (Wills and Collins, JJ.) refusing to set aside the jules of 
the official referee at the trial of the action in favour of the defendant. 
By a building agreement of the 23rd of August, 1889, William Hunt agreed 
to convey to a builder, William Lovering, certain land, as soon as Lover- 
ing should have erected and covered in two houses upon it, subject to a 
rent-charge of £12 12s. The builder, on the 30th of November, 1889 
mortgaged the land and houses to the plaintiffs, and the mortgagees 
to advance money for the purpose of enabling the builder to complete the 
premises by instalments upon certificates by the mortgagor's surveyor 
that the houses had been proceeded with to the satisfaction of the surveyor. 
Prior to andin contemplation of the mortgage, a schedule of advances was 
prepared by Hunt, specifying the conditions under which the instalments 
should be advanced. Hunt appointed the defendant to act as surveyor, 
and the defendants advanced certain instalments of the mortgage mone 
upon the certificates of the ‘defendant. These certificates con 
inaccurate statements as to the progress of the building, and the plaintiffs 
sought to recover damages from the defendant for loss which they alleged 
they had sustained by reason of these certificates. The official referee 
held that, the defendant having been appointed by Hunt, there was no 
contract between him and the plaintiffs, and, farther, that the defendant 
had not acted fraudulently, but only negligently, and that, there being no 
contract, he owed no duty to the plaintiffs. Counsel for the appellants 
referred to Low v. Bouverie (35 Souicrrors’ Journa, 243; 40 W. R. 50; 
1891, 3 Ch. 82), Heaven v. Pender (37 Sottcrrors’ Journa, 667, 11 Q. B. D. 
503), Schoales v. Brooks (63 L. T. 837), Derry v. Peek (33 Soxtcrrors’ 
Journat, 589, 38 W. R. 33, 14 App. Cas. 337), Cann v. Wilson (32 Soxtcr- 
rors’ JournaL, 452, 37 W. R. 23, 39 Ch. D. 39). Counsel for the re- 
spondents were not called upon. 

Tue Cover (Lord Esner, M R , and Bowen and A. L. Sarrn, L.JJ.) 
dismissed tiie appeal. There was no evidence of any contract between 
the defendant and the plaintiffs, and that being so, although he might 
have been grossly negligent, he owed no duty to the plaintiffs but only to 
his employer. The contention of the plaintiffs that the defendant kaow- 
ing that the certificates would be used to determine the advances to the 
mortgagor imposed a duty upon him towards the plaintiffs, could not be 
supported. ‘The case of Cann v. Wilson must now be taken to have been 
overruled by Derry v. Peel:. The House of Lords, in the latter case, 
decided that, in order to recover in an action of fraud, the defendant must 
be proved to have been fraudulent, and also that negligent misrepresenta- 
tions could only amount to a cause of action if a duty existed on the part 
of the defendant not to be negligent. Heaven v. Pender and that class of 
cases had no application to the present; it was clear that an owner of a 
chattel such as a horse or gun, which if used carelessly might injure 
somebody, was bound to be careful; and the owner of premises was 
exactly in the same position, if he kaew them to be dangerous, and 
owed the same duty to persons using them by right or his invitation, 
The principle that underlay those cases could not possibly apply to the 
present, and the contention of the plaintiffs involved the consequence 
that a person issuing a certificate would be liable to any person who 
he thought might use it.—Counsen, Je/f, Q.C., and Montague Lush; 
Upjohn, Sotacrrors, Todd, Dennes, § Lamb ; Woodcock, Ryland, § Parker, 
[Reported by J. P. Mexxon, Barrister-at-Law.]} 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
RIDDELL v. DURNFORD—Chitty, J., 15th February. 


LeAse—Construction—CovENANT TO CONVEY Freenonp at Lesser’s Option 
—‘*Srx Monrns’ previovs Nortcs.”’ 


This was an action for a performance by the lessor, D., of a covenant 
in a lease, under which the lessee, R., had an option of purchasing the fee 
of the deimised premises. The lease, which was for twenty-one years from 
the 24th of June, 1888, at the yearly rent of £150, payable on the usual 
quarter days, contained a proviso that R. might determine the demise at 
the expiration of seven or fourteen years by giving to D. six calendar 
months’ previous notice in writing of his intention so to do, and a covenant 
by D. that, if R. should be desirous at any time before the 24th of June, 
1891, to purchase the fee simple for £3,200, and of such desire should give 
to D. six calendar months’ previous notice in writing, expiring on one of the 
quarter days appointed for payment of rent, then D. would, at the ex- 
piration of such notice, upon payment of all rent due, deduce a title, 
and, on payment of £3,200, with interest at five per cent. from such 
expiration to the date of completion, convey the fee of the said 
premises to R. On the 3rd of February, 1891, R. gave to D.’s solicitor, 
and on the 5th of February to D. personally, a notice of R.’s desire of 
purchasing on the 29th of September, 1891, which was in the result 
admitted to be valid under the covenant in all respects except that of time, 
It was contended for R. that R. could give a valid notice at any time 
previous to the 24th of June, 1891, the date up to which the covenant 
recognized the possibility of his desiring to hase ; and Davidson’s 
Precedents, vol. 5, Part I., Prec. xvii., 2nd ed., was referred to for the 
form used. 

Currry, J., said that the substantial question was whether the lessee was 
bound to give notice within two and a half years from the beginning of 
the term, or whether he could, just before the expiration of three years, 
give notice expiring six months at least after it was given. The clause 
was unquestionably cumbersome. What was the meaning of ‘‘ six calendar 
months’ previous notice’? ? For the landlord it was said that it meant 
six months’ notice to the 24th of June, 1891; for the tenant 
notice at any time before that date, provided that it was a six months’ 
notice, expiring on one of the regular quarter days. It was rightly 





This was the plaintiffs’ appeal against the decision of the Divi- 
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but only for six months at the least. The result of the tenant’s contention 
was that he might on the 23rd of June, 1891, give notice expiring on the 
last day of his term, and that was plainly contrary to the intention of the 
parties, as was also shewn by the difference between the rent and the 
amount of a year’s interest on the purchase-money under the clauce in 
the lease. The right construction was that notice must be given six 
calendar months prior to the date in the clause—i.c., the 24th of June, 
1891. As between the contracting parties the desire of the tenant, until 
it was communicated, was immaterial to the landlord ; and the gist of the 
clause was communication to him. His lordship’s opinion was also, to 
some extent, confirmed by the terms of the power to determine the demise. 
The power to purchase had not been well exercised, and the action must 
be dismissed.—Covunset, W. Baker; Farwell, Q.C., and £. Ford. Soutctr- 
tons, Tippetts § Son; J. W. Sykes. 
[Reported by J. F. Waxey, Barrister-at-Law. |] 


JONES v. LAPTHORNE—Chitty, J., 10th February. 


Venpor AND Percuasern—Spreciric Pervonmance— Eescission or Con- 
TRAct—F orm or Oxver. 


This was a motion for rescission of a contract to purchase a house in 
Bristol. An action for specific performance had been remitted by 
Chitty, J., to Bristol for trial, tried there by Charles, J., without a jury, 
and decided in August, 1892, in favour of the plaintiff, the vendor. The 
evidence shewed that the plaintiff had not obtained, and was not likely to 
obtain, specific performance. Notice of motion was served on the 
defendant on the 14th of December, 1892, by leaving the same with his 
solicitor on the record, and also with the defendant’s brother, with whom 
was the defendant’s last known place of abode. It was not known where 
the defendant was now residing, and he did not appear. 

Currry, J., made the order asked for, the form to follow the form in 
Henty v. Schroder (27 W. R. 833, 12 Ch. D. 666), as to which see Hutchings 
v. Humphrey (33 W. RR. 563).—Covnset, Osvrald, Sorsciror, Rexworthy, 
for Chiltern & Green- Armytage. 

[Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LEWIS rv. LEWIS—Stirling, J., 14th February. 


Ne Exeat Recxo—No Arrest—Mortion To piscHarce Orprr—PRORARLE 
Set-orr—Denrors Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. c. 62), s. 6—R. 8. C., 
Laix., 1; LAX, L 
This was a motion to discharge a writ of ne erecat regno. The action was 

for an account of what was due to the plaintiff from the defendant, and 

a motion had been made for the appointment of a receiver and for an 

injunction. Upon that motion an affidavit had been filed by the plaintiff, 

in which she stated that the defendant had informed her of his intention 
to leave England and go to Australia; but the defendant by his affidavit 
positively contradicted her statement. In the meantime other questions 
than those raised by this action had come before a divisional court, 
consisting of the Lord Chief Justice and Cave, J., and both of 
them animadverted in strong terms upon the defendant’s conduct 

towards the plaintiff. Subsequently a motion was made ex parte for a 

writ of ne exeat regno against the defendant, which was supported by an 

affidavit cf the plaintiff to the effect that the defendant had advertised 
for immediate sale property belonging to him in York, and that there was 

robable cause for believing that he was about to leave England. His 
ordship made an order directing the issue of the writ, but the defendant 
had not been arrested, and this motion was made to discharge that order. 

The defendant filed an affidavit, in which he explained that he had been 

ordered to pay £500 into court, and that the tale of his property was for the 
urpose of raising the money, and that he had no intention of leaving Eng- 

an . On his behalf it was contended that the requirements of section 6 of 

the Debtors Act, 1869, were not satisfied, and that there was, moreover, a 

set-off between the plaintiff and himself, and that therefore the crder was 

improperly made. for the plaintiff it was contended that the case was 
within the rection mentioned ; that the defendant could only apply to the 


court under ord. 69, r. 1, ‘‘ after arrest’; and that the mere fact of a 
probable s:t-off was not a ground for refusing the writ. Ord. 69, r. 1, 
provides that ‘‘an order to arrest under section 6 of the Debtors Act, 


1869, shall be made upon affidavit and er parte ; but the defendant may at 
any time after arrest apply to the court or a judge to rescind or vary the 
order, or to be discharged from custody, or for such other relief as may be 
just.” 
. Srimuine, J., said he would adopt the view expressed by Cotton, L.J., 
in Colverson v. Bloomfield (33 W. R. 889, 29 Ch. D. 341), that in issuing the 
writ of ne exeat, and in exercising the jurisdiction which was formerly 
vested in the Court of Chancery, the court ought by analogy to see that 
the circumstances which at common law were required to justify the 
arrest under section 6 of the Debtors Act, 1869, were established to its 
satisfaction. That rection provided that where a plaintiff in a superior 
court proved before final judgment that he had, first, good cause of action 
against the defendant to the amount of £50 or upwards; secondly, 
ea cause for believing that the defendant was about to quit 
tngland; and, thirdly, that the absence of the defendant would 
materially prejudice the plaintiff in the prosecution of his action, 
the court might order the defendant to be arrested and imprisoned. 
As to the first and third of these grounds he would say nothing, but 
upon the evidence before him: his lordship was not satisfied that 
there was probable cause for believing that the defendant was about 
to quit England. His lordship then reviewed the evidence, and said that 
in directing the issue of the writ his mind had been materially affected by 
the remarks of the Lord Chief Justice and Cave, J., as to the defendant’s 
conduct towards the plaintiff, and also by the fact that the sale was to 





take place so quickly. The defendant, however, had sufficiently explained 
the circumstances of what had appeared to be a hasty sale of his property, 
and his lordship thought the motion ought to succeed, unless he were 
prevented on technical grounds from giving effect to it. Ord. 69) r. 1, 
no doubt in terms only enabled the court to rescind or — any order to 
arrest or to discharge the defendant from custody on an app’ 

arrest,’’ but he was not satisfied that the court, upon a special application, 
would not give leave to a defendant to apply to set aside the order before 
arrest, for ord. 70, r. 1, provided that non-compliance with any rule of 
practice for the time being in force should not render any proceedings 
void, but that such proceedings might be set aside either wholly or par- 
tially as ir ,» or amended or otherwise dealt with, as the court 
should judge fit. If it were necessary he should be prepared to give a 
direction which would validate the present application, but he thought he 
was not driven to that step, because he was dealing, not with an order pre- 
cisely under section 6 of the Debtors Act, 1869, but with an order made 
by analogy to and in exercise of the old jurisdiction of the Court of 
Chancery. His lordship was therefore not bound by the terms of order 69, 
and dealing as he was with a question affecting the liberty of the subject, 
he did not feel himself constrained to wait until an arrest had been made 
in order to deal with the application of the defendant. The = 
to discharge the order had been properly made, and it would be discharged 
accordingly.—CounseL, Buckley, QO., and Medd; Hastings, Q.C., and 
Cagney. Sorticrrors, Farmer, Rawson, § Carpenter; Ullithorne, Currey, § 
Villiers. 

[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. } 


BARCLAY v. PEARSON; OPPLER v. PEARSON—Stirling, J., 
9th February. 


Lotrery—WaGer—ILiecaL, Contrract—StTaAkEHOLpgR—** Misstnc Worp”’ 
CompetiTIon—PosiT10n or SuccessruL AND UnsuccessruL CoMpetrrors. 


For some time past the proprietor of a weekly paper, known as Pearson's 
Weekly, had carried on competitions known as ‘‘ missing word competi- 
tions.”” A sentence would inserted in an issue of the paper with one 
word missing, which the public were invited to fill in on a coupon to be 
sent in to the office of the paper, together with one shilling entrance fee. 
The defendant Pearson, the proprietor of the paper, undertook to divide 
the whole of the money received in entrance fees amongst those com- 
petitors who filled in the word correctly. As a result of competition No. 
03, 472,574 solutions were sent in, of which 1,358 were correct. A sum of 
£23,628 14s. was received, so that each winner became entitled to £17 8s. 
Before, however, the money was distributed amongst the winners, in con- 
sequence of a decision of Sir John Bridge, whereby he had held that.a 
competition of a similar nature was illegal, proceedings were commenced in 
this court by one of the successful competitors, on behalf of himself and 
all other winners, asking for (1) administration of the trusts of the money ; 
(2) distribution of the money among the persons entitled thereto; (3) a 
receiver of the money, or to have it brought into court ; (4) an injunction 
to restrain the defendants from distributing, parting with, or other- 
wise dealing with the money except under tke direction of the court. 
An order was made on motion on the 20th of December last that 
the money should be brought into court, and in pursuance of an 
order dated the 16th of January, 1893, a special case was stated for 
the opinion of the court pursuant to R. 8S. C., ord. 34. The ques- 
tions submitted for the opinion of the court were (1) whether or not 
the said competition was illegal under any and which of the statutes 
against lotteries and wagers or otherwise; and (2) if the said compe- 
tition was illegal, then whether or not the competitors were entitled 
(subject to such provision as to costs as the court should think just) to 
have the said sum of £23,628 14s. returned to them, and how such return 
was to be made. Counsel for the plaintiffs said that the question for the 
court was whether the competition constituted a lottery ora wager. He 
began his argument by reviewing all the Lottery Acts from the statute of 
16 Car. 2, c. 7, down to the present time, and contended that this was not 
a lottery, because the essential element of chance was eliminated, in that 
the missing word was known and agreed upon before the commencement 
of the competition. That was the essential difference between this case 
and that before Sir John Bridge, where chance came in, the missing word 
being drawn by lot out of a hat at the conclusion of the competition In 
order to constitute a lottery there must be pure chance, which would not 
be the case the moment any principle of selection came in. He referred 
to the definition of lottery in many dictionaries, both ancient and modern, 
in all of which it was stated to be the determination of a thing by lot or 
chance, as op to selection. The staking of money on a certain event 
could not be a lottery, which was the staking of money on an uncertain 
event. Nor was this a wager. Wagers are not declared to be illegal, 
but contracts founded on wagers are void at common law. It could not 
be a wager, because to constitute a wager there must be a loser; but here 
the defendant Pearson could lose nothing, and every competitor might be 
a winner ; nor could it be a wager by each competitor with all and every 
other competitor. He cited Reg. v. Hulton (39 W. R. 540), Hussey v. 
Crickett (3 Camp. 168), Eltham v. Kingsman (1 B. & Ald. 683), Thacker v. 
Hardy (27 W. R. 158, 4 Q. B. D. 685), Read v. Anderson (31 W. R. 
453,.10 Q. B. D. 100), Cariill v. Carbolic Smoke Ball Co. (41 W. R. 


| 210; 1892, 2 Q. B. 484), and Ayerst v. Jenkins (L. R. 16 Eq. 275). He 
urged that the defendant had validly declared 


himself a trustee of the 


fund, and ought to execute the trust to the winners. Counsel for the 
defendant Hearn, an unsuccessful competitor, contended that it was a 
lottery and also a wager, the wager being between each competitor and 
every other competitor. The defendant Pearson was merely a stakeholder. 
Whether it be a lottery or wager, any competitor who claimed a return of 
his entrance-fee before the money had been actually distributed was entitled 
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to have it returned. An exercise of the will was not sufficient, there must 
be an exercise of skill and intelligence to —— it being a lottery. The 
missing word was arbitrarily selected by Pearson, and therefore the guess 
was a chance or lot. They referred to Morris v. Blackman (2 H. & C. 912), 
Taylor v. Smetien (11 Q. B. D. 207, 31 W. BR. Dig. 115), Pawson v. 
Brown (28 W. R. 652, 13 Ch. D. 202), Wilson v. Strugnell (7 Q. B.D. 
548, 30 W. R. Dig. 50), Taylor v. Bowers (24 W. R. 499, 1 Q. B. D. 291), 
Herman v. Jeuchner (33 W. R. 606, 15 Q. B. D. 561), Kearley v. Thomson (38 
W. R. 614, 24 Q. B. D. 742), Zennant v. Elliott (1 B. & ?. 3), Russell v. 
Farmer (1 B. & P. 296), and Webb v. Brooke (3 Taunt. 6). In his reply 
counsel referred to Re Great Berlin Steamboat Co. (26 Ch. D. 616, 32 W. R. 
Dig. 47), and said that the doctrine there laid down applied to all the cases 
cited against him: see also Browning v. Morris (2 Ga . 790), Jacques v. 
Golightly (2 Wm. Black. 1073), and Gatty v. Field (9 Q. B. 431). 

Srraiine, J., after stating the facts and saying that the defendant 
Pearson claimed no beneficial interest in the fund, drew the following 
inferences from the facts :—(1) It was of the essence of the competition 
that there should be several words which might more or less appropriately 
fill the gap in the paragraph ; (2) it was not of the essence of the com- 
petition that the ‘‘ correct word’’ should be the most appropriate to fill 
the > gO ; (3) no clue was given to the mode in which, among the many 
words more or less appropriate, that to which success attached was actually 
chosen. He inferred that the selection was perfectly arbitrary, or, in 
other words, that it was made by chance; and none the less so because 
the range of selection, though wide, was not unlimited. It was not dis- 
puted that, if this competition constituted a lottery within the meaning of 
42 Geo. 3, c. 119, it was illegal. His lordship referred to the judgment in 
Taylor v. Smetten, and said he was bound by it; he also agreed with the 
decision of Sir John Bridge. Neither the circumstance that the word was 
determined before the competition began, nor the circumstance that the 
mode of selection was unknown, appeared to him to give rise to any real 
difference. The answer to the first question must be that the competition 
was illegal under the statutes against lotteries. That would dispore of the 
case, were it not that the fund had been paid into court, and it became 
necessary to consider what were the rights of the unsuccessful com- 
petitors. His lordship then considered the cases of Kearley v. Thomson 
and Browning v. Morris, and considered that the latter case was an autho- 
rity for holding in the present case that, in the absence of special circum- 
stances, each unsuccessful competitor was entitled, notwithstanding that 
the competition was finished and the prizewinners ascertained, to bring 
an action at law for the recovery of whatwas paid by him to the defendant 
Pearson, and would be so entitled even if the fund had been distributed. 
The cases of Hastelow v. Jackson (8 B. & C. 221) and Hudson vy. Terrill (1 Cr. 
& Mee. 797_and 802) were also in point, and shewed that, notwithstanding 
the illegality of the contract, an action might be maintained against the 
defendant (regarded simply as a stakeholder) by a contributor who had, 
before the money was paid over, given him notice not to part with his 
contribution, although the notice was not given until after the event had 
happened on which the stakes were to be paid over. It must be observed, 
however, that it was essential to the title of a seeking to recover 
that be should give notice of his claim to the eholder before he parted 
with the fund in his hands. In his lordship’s opinion the moneys in court 
were not affected by any trust which the court could administer. As 
regarded the defendant Pearson no imputation was, or could be, made on 
his good faith or honesty. Under the circumstances, it would seem to be 
the better and simpler course that the fund should be returned to the 
defendant Pearson, who would then be able to defend himself by means 
of it against any legal claims, or to dispose of the surplus in such way as 
he might deem himself in honour bound to apply it. If, however, that 
course did not commend itself to him, his lordship was willing, in this 
particular case, and without establishing a precedent, that the fund should 
remain in court. 

Feb. 10.—On Mr. Pearson intimating that he accepted his lordship’s 
suggestion to take the money out of court, his lordship made an order 
that the fund in court be paid out to Pearson & Co. ited) on their 
undertaking to pay the costs of all parties as between solicitor and client 
out of the fund, such costs to be taxed in case of difference.—Counss1, 
Buckley, Q.C., and Stokes ; Hastings, Q.C., and Eustace Smith ; Beale, Q.C., 
and C. E. E. Jenkins. Souscrrors, Sutton, O y, $ Rendall ; Harrison 
§ Davies ; Saunders, Hawksford, Bennett, § Co. 


[Reported by W. 8. Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. } 








Winding-up Cases. 


Re THE BOROUGH COMMERCIAL BUILDING SOCIETY—Vaughan 
Williams, J., 14th February. 


Company—WInpING vup—Unumirep Company—Repvucrion or , CAPITAL— 
WITHDRAWAL OF Mempers. 


The above-named company was registered in 1883 under the Companies 
Act, 1862, as an unlimited company for the object of cocumtialiing 
capital by means of monthly su’ jptions from members, and also to 
raise funds by borrowing money from members or other persons or com- 
panies on such security and on such terms as the committee might deem 
conducive to the interests of the company ; to advance or lend any portion 
of the capital or funds to members or other persons on security, and to 
receive money on deposit from members or other persons or companies at 
such rate of interest or on such terms as might be agreed upon. By 
article 2 of the articles of association it was provided that the capital 
should not be of any fixed amount, and should be divided into shares of 
the ultimate value of £50 each, and that the shares should be paid up by 





contributions of 10s. per month for each share taken up. Article 3 pro- 
vided that every person should be deemed a member of the who 
d become possessed 


— _ of a share rae transfer, . . 
w name being en register. article 9 a 
sande Indians of withdrawing feomn the avclotey bebors his or shares 


were + had to give one calendar month’s notice, and if the 
committee allowed his withdrawal a on payment of all fines or other 
moneys due to the society, receive his subscriptions accotding to a 
scale. By article 39 all loans were to bear interest at £5 per cent. per 
annum, such interest to be paid monthly along with the su ; 
and in calculating such interest the ee ee from to 
time paid by the borrower were not to as reducing the amount 
of the loan. Any member might, subj the articles, receive a loan 
from the society equal to the amo e paid into the society on 
giving his prom note for the amount, such note to carry interest at 
£5 per a annum. All costs and expenses connected with the 
giving or g any security was to be paid by the borrower. 

society was in liq m, and the liquidator, having settled 
list of contributories, took out a summons to me payment of a 
made by him on settled on that list. The respondents to 
summons became members of the , according to the view of 
facts taken by the court, in order to obtain loans under the rujes of 
society. The court also found that the respondents had paid up all 
scriptions and contributions due from them ia respect of loans. 
question now arose whether they had ceased to be members of the society, 
and, having ceased to be members, were liable to be placed on the list of 
contributories and to pay on their shares. 

Vaveuan Wriu1ams, J., said that the intention of the society was that 
persons who had held shares corresponding toa loan should cease to be 
members when they had paid the amount of their loans and all fines, &c. 
If this company had been a company limited by shares there could be no 
question that such an arrangement as this would not have discharged 
persons from the liabilities of membership according to the decision in 
Trevor v. Whitworth (36 W. R. 145, 12 App. Cas. 409). Having looked 
carefully at the Companies Act, 1862, and the Companies Act, 1867, he 
was of opinion that there was nothing to prevent an unlimited company 
from providing by its memorandum and farticles for a return of capital to 
the members of the partnership, or for a withdrawal of members of the 
company. There was nothing in the letter or spirit of the Companies Acts 
which prevented an unlimited company from being associated on the 
terms that the members might withdraw in the manner pointed ont by 
the memorandum and articles. If the matter were so limited the creditors 
had nothing to complain of, as they had due notice from the memorandum 
aud articles. Therefore, notwithstanding Trevor v. Whitworth, it was 
possible to have an unlimited company so formed that withdrawals of 
members might be made in accordance with the articles and memorandam. 
He should hold that dents should not be settled on the list, and that 
the summons must be sed.—Counse., Farwell, Q.0., and Davenport ; 
Leverson ; Harper. Soxscrrons, Iliffe, Henley, $ Sweet, for G. G. Fisher, 
Huddersfield ; Ramsden, Radcliffe, ¢ Co., for Ramsden, Sykes, § TItamsden, 
Huddersfield ; Crossman § Prichard, for J. Sykes, Huddersfield. 


(Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


THE QUEEN v. THE JUSTICES OF GLOUCESTERSHIRE; THE QUEEN v. 
THE LICENSING JUSTICES OF BRISTOL—9th February. 


Licenstnc AprpraLt—Segrvice or Notice or Appgat—‘‘Orner Party’’ 
SvupPERINTENDENT or Porice—SvumMary Junispiction Act, 1879 (4% & 43 
Vier. c. 49), s. 31 (2). 


This was the argument of two rules for writs of mandamus, one 
commanding the justices of Gloucestershire to enter continuances to 
the next quarter sessions, u the appeal of Ushers Wiltshire Brewery 
(Limited), against the refusal of the licensing justices of Bristol to 
renew a licence to one Passmore in respect of a beerhouse in Bristol ; 
the other commanding the Bristol licensing justices to hold a further 
adjournment of the annual licensing meeting, and thereat to hear 
and determine Passmore’s application for a renewal of his licence. 
At the annual meeting, held on the 2\st of September, 
1892, Passmore applied for a renewal of his licence, and the present 
applicants, the brewery company, who were Passmore’s landlords, 
supported his application. The superintendent of police had served a 
notice of objection upon Passmore, and ap before the justices and 
called evidence in support of his objections. The justices refused to renew 
the licence. The applicants, as persons by this decision, 
appealed to the quarter sessions under the pro of the Licensing Act, 
1828 (9 Geo. 4, c. $1, s. 27). They served notice of gg ng the 
licensing justices, but not upon the superintendent of police. jus- 
tices in quarter sessions were of that the superintendent was in 
fact ‘‘the other party 

Jurisdiction Act, 1879, and 
refused to hear the . -y a) 
Interpretation Act, (52 & 53 
vides that, oo of summary j aug ong oh 

any justice or justices or other magistrate, tever name 
called, to whom jurisdiction é given by, or whe to metieinehte 


the Summary Jurisdiction Acts . . and whether acting the 
Summary Jurisdiction Acts, or any of Sham, se nies ony OR ae 
virtue of his commission, or the common law.”” The Summary 


Jurisdiction Act, 1879, provides, section 31 (2), that upon —_- 
court of summary jurisdiction to a court of quarter sessions 
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must ‘give notice of appeal by serving on the other party and on the 
clerk of the said court of summary jurisdiction notice in writing,’’ &c. 
On behalf of the justices it was argued, on the authority of 2. v. The 
Justices of Glamorganshire (40 W. Ki. 436 ; 1892, 1 Q. B. 621), and Price v. 
James (41 W. R. 57; 1892, 2 Q. B. 428), that the superintendent of police 
was ‘‘ the other party ’’ and ought to have been served with notice of the 
appeal. In a of the rule, the contention was that where the land- 
lord, and not the tenant of the licensed premises, was the appellant, there 
was no “‘ other party,”’ the landlord himself not being a ‘‘party”’ to the 
application for a renewal. In the alternative, the rule against the 
licensing justices was asked for upon the ground that they had refused 
the licence upon grounds other than those stated in the notice of 
objection. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Cotermnce, C.J., and Cave, J.) discharged the rule. 

Lord Cotrrimce, C.J.—In the case against the justices of Gloucester- 
shire the objection made to the hearing of the appeal is that no notice of 
appeal was given to ‘‘ the other party.’’ That notice was made necessary 
by section 31 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, a provision which 
was extended by subsequent statutes to appeals in licensing cases. Who 
is ‘‘the other party’’? That has in effect been decided by Price v. James. 
In that case the Lords Justices held that where the superintendent of 

lice has been in fact the other party, that is, has been the person who 

served his notice of objection, and has appeared before the justices 
and opposed the renewal of the licence he is the other party to the pro- 
c . As Bowen, L.J., points out, the licensing justices could not be 
tke other party and be made respondents to the appeal, because it was 
they who had stated the case, and he goes on to say that the police are 
‘‘the other party’ within the section of the Summary Jurisdiction Act. 
In this case, too, the superintendent was the person who conducted the 
opposition to the renewal of the licence: he was the person with whom 

@ party who alleged that they were aggrieved by the decision had to 
deal. In my opinion, looking at the words of the statute and the deci- 
sions upon it, he was ‘‘the other party,” and notice of the appeal 
ought to have been given to him: that notice was not given, 
oot it follows that the appeal must fail. Then it is said that, the 
appeal having failed, we may direct a mandamus to go to the licensing 
justices cf Bristol to hear and determine the case. The answer to that is 
that the proper remedy is by appeal to the court of quarter sessions, and 
if the applicants have lost that remedy by their failure to give the proper 
notice, they cannot have a mandamus to the licensing justices. 

Cave, J.—I am of the same opinion. The case of R. v. The Justices of 
Glamorganshire decided that the procedure under the Summary Juri: diction 
Acts applies to appeals from licensing justices, and that is really an end 
of the case. Even apart from the authority of Price v. James it is clear 
that the superintendent of police was ‘‘the other party’’ here. It was 
he who gave notice of objection and appeared and opposed the renewal of 
the licence. I quite agree that if authority is required Price v. James is 
an authority. As to the rule against the licensing justices, I agree that 
it must be discharged, for the reasons which my lord has given. Rules 
discharged.—Cowunset, Poland, Q.C., and A. 7. Lawrence ; Gwynne James. 
Soxicrtors, H. M. Phillips, for J. Holmes Gore, Bristol; Meredith § Co., for 
G. Pearson, Bristol. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law. 


CLEARY (Appellant); BOOTH (Respondent)—7th February. 


Scnootmaster—Boarp Scnoo.—OrreENce COMMITTED BY PUPIL ON HIS WAY 
to Scnoor—Avtuority or Master To Puntsu. 


This was a special case stated by the justices of the borough of South- 
ampton. The appellant, who was headmaster of a board school in 
Southampton, was charged before the justices with assaulting the 
respondent, who was a pupil at the appellant’s school. The alleged 
aseault consisted of corporal punishment inflicted by the appellant on the 
respondent in respect of an act of misconduct committed by the 
respondent in relation to another pupil while on their way from their 
homes to the school. The justices convicted the appellant, but stated 
this case for the opinion of the court on a point of law—viz., whether 
the appellant was entitled to punish a pupil for an offence committed by 
such pupil when he was not on the school premises, but was on his way 
from his home to the school. 

Tue Court (Lawrance and Coutts, JJ.) held that the appellant had 
power to inflict corporal punishment on a pupil for misconduct outside 
the school, and remitted the case to the magistrates for them to determine 
whether the punishment inflicted was excessive. 

Lawrance, J., said that the case was not an easy one, for there was no 
express authority on the point. The cases shewed that a echoolmaster 
was in the position of a parent, but the question here was, whose duty 
was it, the parent’s or the schoolmaster’s, to take notice of acts of mis- 
behaviour committed by a boy on his way from school to his home, or 
vice verad. He was of opinion that in such cases the power of the father 
was delegated to the schoolmaster. The Eduvation Code, 1892, contained 
a clause allowing a grant for discipline and organization, and it was 
provided that care should be taken in the management of a school to bring 
up the children in habits of punctuality, good manners and language, and 

to impress upon them the importance of obedience, respect for others, 
and of honour and truthfulness. It could not be said, if a master was 
only allowed to punish for acts done in school, that he had done every- 
thing to insure that end. Suppose a boy misbehaved himself immediately 
on leaving the school premises, in such a case he was clearly of opinion 
that the master had authority to punish. It would not be reasonable to 
hold that the parent’s authority ended at the house door and that the 
— authority did not begin until the school premises were 
Teac 


Cottis, J., concurred. Case remitted.—Counse., Poland, Q.C., and 
P. H. White. Sorscrrons, Baker § Nairne. The respondent did not appear. 
[Reported by F. O. Ronrxson, Barrister-at-Law. } 


SUMMERS v. THE HOLBORN DISTRICT BOARD OF WORKS— 
9th February. 


Merroronitan Srreets — Removat or Onsrructrion — CosTERMONGERS’ 
Barrows—Micuagi ANGELO Tayior’s Act (57 Geo. 3, c. xxrx.), s. 65— 
Merropouitan Streets Acts, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. c. 134), ss. 6, 27, anp 
1868 (31 & 32 Vicr. c. 5), 8. 1—INconsistent Enactments—Impiiep 
ReEpkat. 


In this case the appellant was one of a number of costermongers who 
had for a long time carried on their business in Farringdon-street, within 
the district of the respondents. Proceedings had been taken against him 
under section 65 of 57 Geo. 3, c. xxix. (Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act), 
which gives power to the body having control over the pavements ina 
district to order the removal of stalls, barrows, goods, &c., from a carriage- 
way or footway, and provides for the imposition of a penalty upon the 
conviction before justices of any person who has failed to comply with 
such order, and also empowers the local body to seize and dispose of such 
stall, &c. In the present case the respondents had ordered the appellant 
to remove his costermonger’s barrow, and upon his failure to comply with 
the order had brought him before a metropolitan police magistrate. The 
magistrate convicted the appellant and imposed a nominal fine, and stated 
this case for the opinion of the court. The question was whether the above 
provisions of Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act were still in force or whether 
they had been impliedly repealed by later enactments-—viz., the Metro- 
politan Streets Acts, 1867 and 1868. The Act of 1867 (section 6) provides 
that ‘‘ no goods or other articles shall be allowed to rest on any footway 
or other part of a street within the general limits of this Act or be other- 
wise allowed to cause obstruction or inconvenience to the passage of the 
public for a longer time than may be absolutely necessary for loading or 
unloading such goods or other articles’’ ; a penalty is imposed for offences 
against the section, and it continues, ‘‘ or the purposes of this Act the 
surface of any space over which the public have the right of way that 
intervenes in any street withia the general limits of this Act between the 
footway and the carriage-way shall, notwithstanding any claim of any 
person by prescription or otherwise to the deposit or exposure for sale of 
any goods or other articles on such surface, be deemed to be part of the 
footway.’’ The Act of 1868 (section 1) provides that section 6 of the Act 
of 1868 shall not apply ‘‘to costermongers, street-hawkers, or itinerant 
traders co long as they carry on their business in accordance with the 
regulations from time to time made by the Commissioner of Police with the 
approval of the Secretary of State,’’ and repeals ‘‘so much of the said 
6th section as refers to the surface of any space that intervenes in any 
street between the footway and the carriage-way.’’ It was admitted that 
the appellant carried on his business in accordance with the police 
regulations, and it was argued on his behalf that the effect of the Act of 
1868 was to give to the metropolitan police the powers which, under 
Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act (at the date of which Act, 1817, that force 
did not exist), were to be exercised by the local authority, and that 
Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act was pro tanto repealed. For the respondents 
it was said that the Legislature intended to give concurrent jurisdiction as 
to removal of obstructions to the local authority and to the police, and 
reliance was place upon section 27 of the Act of 1867, which provides that 
the powers conferred by that Act ‘shall be deemed to be in addition to, 
and not in derogation of, any other powers conferred by any other Act of 
Pariiament, and any such other powers may be exercised as if this Act 
had not passed,’’ and upon section 74 of the Metropolitan Police Act, 
1839 (to be construed as one with the Act of 1867), which also saves 
liability to punishment under other Acts. The Vestry of St. Mary, Islington, 
v. Goodman (23 Q. B. D. 154), Fortescue v. The Vestry of St. Matthew's, 
Bethnal Green (1891, 2 Q. B. 170), and Brackley v. The Vestry of St. Mary, 
Battersea (38 W. R. 28, 23 Q. B. D. 486) were referred to. 

Tue Court (Lord Coterings, C.J., and Cave, J.) allowed the appeal. 

Lord Co.zriperz, C.J.—I am of opinion that the decision of the magis- 
trate was wrong. The question is, whether the provisions of the Metro- 
politan Streets Acts, 1867 and 1868, are or are not substantially incon- 
sistent with the provision of Michae] Angelo Taylor’s Act. I am of opinion 
that they are substantially inconsistent, and that according to well-estab- 
lished principles they effect a repeal of theearlier Act. By Michael Angelo 
Taylor’s Act, which was passed in the year 1817, very stringent provisions 
were enacted for the regulation of the business of costermongers within a 
district which is nearly coterminous with the district to which the later Acts 
apply. Then, many years after the commencement of the prescnt reign, 
the Act of 1867 was passed, whereby provisions were made for the restraint 
and almost for the abolition of the trade of costermongers. It may bea 
question whether that Act and the earlier one could co-exist, but these 

rovisions of the Act of 1867 were in terms repealed by the Act of the 

ollowing year. The later Acts create a different offence and different 
procedure and punishment, and I think, upon the clearest principles, they 
must be taken to have repealed the provisions of the earlier Act. If that 
is not their effect nothing can be more unfair or — than section 1 
of the Act of 1868: it is in effect an invitation to the costermongers to 
carry on their business subject to the police regulations. In the present 
case it isnot suggested that the appellant has not so carried on his business, 
but it is said that in spite of that the local authority can interfere under 
the Act of 1817 and confiscate his goods. If section 6 of the Act of 1867 
and section 1 of the Act of 1868 stood alone, I should have said that their 
effect was too plain for argument, but it is said that section 27 of the Act 
of 1867 keeps alive Michael Angelo Taylor's Act. To that contention 
i there seems to me to be two answers: the first is that that section must 





Sid eR eee ee AIA PERS 
7 ts ¥ . 


PS ae ta os 


Bee ke Ay 
me 





te Re OS aR 


aS, 





now | 
euch ¢ 
it foll 











Feb. 18, 18,3. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 






iy <po a ae 
b> qr. po aR 





[Vol. 37.] 271 





have reference to powers conferred by another Act upon the same persons 
as had powers conferred upon them by that Act; and if that is not a 
sufficient answer, the second is, that it cannot be that the distinct pro- 
vision in the later Acts that this business may be carried on according 
to specified regulations is not to prevail against any general enactment 
which would interfere with that. The same answers may be given to 
the argument founded on section 74 of the Metropolitan Police Act, 
1839. That Act is dealing with the police from beginning to end, and 
section 74 must in reasonable fairness 7 referred to offences which are to 
be dealt with by the police, and also, I think, that the latest Act is the 
governing one, and that any provisions in the earlier Acts which are incon- 
sistent with it must be taken to be impliedly repealed. Therefore I think 
that this conviction was wrong, and must be quashed. 

Cavg, J.—I am of the same opinion. The general rule is that if you 
h.ve two enactments the second of which is inconsistent with the former, 
the second is to be taken as impliedly repealing the former. The offence 
which the appellant is alleged to have committed is dealt with by section 
65 of Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act, and also by rection 6 of the Metro- 
politan Streets Act, 1867, and different procedure and punishments are 
provided by the two sections. Such enactments cannot, as a rule, stand 
together: Fortescue v. Vestry of St. Matthew, Bethnal Green. But I think 
that section 74 of the Metropolitan Police Act, 1839, which is to be con- 
strued together with the Act of 1867, shews that Michael Angelo Taylor’s 
Act was intended to stand side by side with the Act of 1367. I am not 
pressed by section 27 of that Act, because I do not think that the word 
**power’’ in that section applies to the duty of those who are entrusted 
with the care of the streets to proceed against those who infringe the law 
upon that subject. If the legislation had stood there, I could not have 
got over the section of the Act of 1839. But there follows section 1 of the 
Act of 1868. Now, if the Legislature had expressed its intention that 
costermongers who complied with the police regulations should be free 
from the comparatively mild penalties of section 6 of the Act of 1867, but 
sould still be liable to the severe penalties of Michael Angelo Taylor's 
Act, we should have been obliged to give effect to that extraordinary 
provision. But the Act does not say so. I think that these provisions of 
the Act of 1868 are so inconsistent with those of Michael Angelo Taylor's 
Act that they cannot stand together. It would be so monstrous that the 
Legislature should have given the costermongers a boon with one hand 
and taken it away with the other, and should have misled them by 
tempting them to lay out their money upon barrows and goods to carry on 
their business according to the police regulations, when they were liable 
at any time to have them seized and carried away by the local authority, 
that I have no hesitation in saying that the later legislation is inconsistent 
with Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act, and that a conviction under that Act 
was wrong. Conviction quashed.—Counset, Lowe ; Peile. Soxtctrors, 
Arthur Newton; Matthew M. Hale. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


Bankruptcy Cases. 
Fr parie BROWN, Re VANSITTART—Q. B. Div., 9th February. 


Bankruptcy—Vo.untany SeTrLEMENT—PLEDGE or SETTLED PRoPRRTY BY 
Donzg to Tutrp Parties pevore SETTLEMENT DECLARED Vortp—TITLE or 
Trustee in Banxruptcy—Banxrurtcy Act, 1883, s. 47—Constrvc- 
TION OF STATUTE. 

A very important decision was given in this case, upon the construction 
of section 47 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, which provides that ‘‘ any 
settlement of property not being a settlement made before and in 
consideration of marriage, or made in favour of a purchaser or incum- 
brancer in good faith and for valuable consideration, or a settlement made 
on or for the wife or children of the eettlor of property which has accruéd 
to the settlor after marriage in right of his wife, shall if the settlor 
becomes bankrupt within two years after the date of the settlement be 
void against the trustee in the bankruptcy, and shall if the settlor becomes 
bankrupt at any subsequent time within ten years after the date of the 
rettlement be void against the trustee in the bankruptcy, unless the parties 
claiming under the settlement can prove that the settlor was at the time of 
making the settlement able to pay all his debts without the aid of the 
property comprised in the settlement, and that the interest of the settlor 
in such property had passed to the trustee of such settlement on the 
execution thereof.’’ The present case was consequent on a decision of the 
court given in October last and reported 37 Soxicirors’ Jovrnat, at p. 12, 
41 W. R. 32, by which it was held that a present of diamond jewellery by 
the bankrupt to his wife within two years of the bankruptcy was a 
voluntary ‘‘ settlement ’’ within the meaning of the section, and was void 
against the trustee. It now appeared that, previous to the receiving order 
being made, a large portion of the jewellery in question had been deposited 
by Mrs. Vansittart with Messrs. Hirsch & Co., the present respondents, 
who were a firm of stockbrokers, in order to assist her husband by inducing 
them to withdraw a bankruptcy notice and to forbear proceedings against 
him in respect of a judgment which they had obtained for £524. The 
trustee new applied for an order against Messrs. Hirsch & Co. to deliver 
up the jewellery. 

VaucHan Wrutims, J., refused the application. His lordship said that 
the question which the court had to decide was really the true construction 
of section 47. Before it was known or decided that the settlement by the 


bankrupt on his wife was a void settlement, namely, before the bankruptcy 
occurred at all, Mrs. Vansittart, the beneficiary under the settlement, 
pledged the jewellery with the respondents. The trustee in the bankruptcy 
now came and said that, inasmuch as it was provided by section 47 that 
euch a settlement was void, and the word used was void and not voidable, 
it followed that the settlement was void altogether and for all purposes, 





and that, therefore, the persons who claimed under Mes. Vansittart, pwerg 


Messrs. Hirsch, the dents, could not set up any title as a 
trustee under this void conveyance. The wot could not nes 
the court was of opinion that Messrs. Hirsch were persons who were 
claiming under the settlement in good faith and for valuable consideration, 
but the court was of opinion that Messrs. Hirsch were claiming in good 
faith and for valuable consideration. In determining the question of 
bona fides under the section the a to be considered was whether or 
not at the time when Messrs. Hirsch accepted from Mrs. Vansittart the 
pledge of the jewellery they honestly believed her to be entitled to the 
jewellery which she was pledging to them, and had no knowledge or reason 
to believe that she was claiming under a document which would be 
impeachable as against creditors. _In the course of the argument the 
suggestion had been made by the court that all that an order under 
section 47 did was to prevent anyone claiming under the settlement and 
that the order did not establish any title necessarily in the trustee, and it 
was suggested further that it might very well be that under the order, 
though Messrs. Hirsch might be debarred from claiming under the 
settlement, possibly they might have a good title debors the settlement, 
because either the transaction might have to be considered as a transaction 
by the husband himself, or a trausaction in which the husband would be 
estopped from denying the validity of the pledge. But the court was not 
quite sati-fied that Mes-rs. Hirsch would have any answer, by reason 
either of the husband being principal in the transaction or being estopped, 
to the primd facie title which would arise in favour of the trustee, 
immediately on the displacement of the settlement, by reason of the 
antecedent title of the grantor cof the settlement. The court was not, 
however, gong to decide the case on that ground. Another — 
was that the court ought to decide the case on the ground that the 
transaction fell within the terms of the protecting section—section 49, 
But there was nothing to shew that the protection afforded was a protec- 
tion which would enure for the protection of a transferee from a person 
who could not claim the protection of the section. It was further 
contended that the court could not decide against the trustee unless 
it introduced into section 47 a saving proviso which was not there, and it 
was pointed out that in section 48 a saving proviso was especially inserted. 
But there was a reason for that. The act of fraudulent preference by a 
bankrupt was an act of bankruptcy, and unless a saving clause was 
introduced, the transferee from a person preferred might be very 
unjustly dealt with. The court bad now, however, to construe 
section 47, and for various reasons it would have but little 
hesitation in eo construing the section as really to prevent its operation 
extending to bond fide purchasers fer value under those who claimed as 
beneficiaries under the settlement. Speaking generically, the section 
belonged to a class of legislation in favour of creditors, and under those 
circumstances the same reasoning ought always to be applied, and —_ 
and again it had been held that where consideration was given subse- 
quently to the original settlement, that consideration enured to prevent 
the transaction being considered as a voluntary transaction so as to 
injuriously affect the person who had given the valuable consideration. 
The court could not forget the history of the section, which in substance 
was the same as had a red in successive Bankruptcy Acts down to 1869, 
when the words were slightly changed, and it was never contended that 
the section had any application to bind purchasers for value from those 
who claimed under the settlement. It was necessary to look carefully at 
the words of the present Act of Parliament to see whether any alteration 
was intended to be made. If the whole terms of the eection were looked 
at it would appcar that it was only intended to bind those who claimed 
under the settlement, and that, notwithstanding the use of the word 
*‘ void,” the intention of the section was that it should only operate on those 
who claimed under the voluntary settlement as donees, and should not bind 
purchasers for valuable consideration in good faith, from those donees, 
The only difficulty which the court had was caused by the decision of 
Stirling, J., in the case of Re Briggs and Spicer (1891, 2 Ch. 127), but after 
full consideration it had come to the conclusion that the question to be 
determined in the present case was a different one. The question in that 
case was whether, under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, the pur- 
chaser could be compelled to accept a title; and it was pointed out that 
the purchaser had notice of the settlement. In the present case the court 
did not understand that Messrs. Hirsch had any notice of the settlement 
at all or of the title of the wife. All that they knew was that she was 
dealing with the jewellery as her own, and the husband was standing by 


and was co nt of it.—Counset, Witt, Q.C., and Germaine; Herbert 
Reed, Q.C., and Abrahams, Souscrrons, R. § E. Bastard; M. Abrahams, 
Son, § Co. 


[Reported by C. F. Morret, Barrister-at-Law.} 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desatinc Socrery.—February 14.—The question for 
debate was, ‘‘That the case of Baring Jeune v. Baring (1893, 1 Ch. 61) 
was wrongly decided.’’ The debate was opened by Mr. Marshall in the 


affirmative, and by Mr. C. Harcourt in the ive. The following 
members spoke—Messrs. T. Douglas, Brinkworth, Flower, Stroud, Tebbutt, 
Mimms, Johnson, Clarke, W: , and Lay. Mr. Marshall replied. 
The motion was lost. 








On the 10th inst., in the Court of Appeal, the Master of the Rolls said 
they had really got no work todo. Some members of the court would 
to other courts to assist. This was all because tney had brought 





business of the Court of Appeal to an end. 
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LAW SOCIETIES, 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


February 13.—Mr. F. A. Wood moved: ‘‘ That the establishment of 
some system for providing payment of old age pensions by the State is 
imperatively called for.’’ Mr. H.W. Marcus opposed the motion. Messrs. 
McMillan, Chaplin, Symonds, Sherrington, Marks, Goodfellow, Hubbard, 
Taylor-Mo , and Gilbert also spoke. The motion on being put was 
declared to be carried by a majority of four. 


THE BIRMINGHAM LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Sir T. Martineau.—Your committee have received with great regret the 
resignation of Sir Thomas Martineau, consequent on his retirement from 
practice as a solicitor. Sir Thomas Martineau held the position of vice- 
president of the society from 1875 to 1877, and more recently occupied 
that of president for the three years from October, 1888, to October, 1891, 
and has always evinced a warm concern in the rocicty’s progress and wel- 
fare. During his term of office as president in particular he was constant 
in his attention to its interests, and it was owing to his endeavours that, 
among other matters that could be named, the establishment of « local 
office for the stamping of documents was at length consummated. While 
assuring him that it is with great reluctance that they part with him as a 
member of their body, and tendering to him their earnest thanks for his 
services on behalf of the profession, your committee would venture, in the 
name of the society, to add an expression of their satisfaction in knowing 
that the city is still to have the benefit of his ripe experience in the con- 
duct of ite affairs, and their sincere good wishes for his health and welfare 
in that retirement which he has so well earned. 

Members.—The number of members at present on the register is 295; 
sixteen new members have been elected since the last annual meeting, and 
four members have resigned. 

Law classes.—Owing to his increasing engagements in London, Mr. T. M. 
Whitehouse, in July last, tendered his resignation of the post of reader, 
and your committee forthwith advertised for a successor. In response to 
the notice thus given, applications were received from three London and 
two local barristers, three local solicitors, and one university coach, and 
your committee after a careful consideration of the testimonials of the 
various candidates, decided to appoint Mr. Frank S. Pearson, solicitor, a 
member of this society, to the vacant post. They felt very strongly that, 
other things being equal, the appointment should be given to a solicitor ; 
aud, moreover, they were anxious, if possible, to secure the services of a 
local gentleman, by which means they hoped to provide against the irregu- 
larity from which the classes had of late suffered so much. From their 
experience of Mr. Pearson’s work during the one term that he has held 
the position, they feel that their choice has been amply justified. The 
classes have been held regularly, and the numbers attending have very 
materially increased, as the following table will suffice to shew :—Senior, 
lst term, 11; 2nd term, 9; 3rd term, 12. Junior, Ist term, 15; 2nd 
term, 9; 3rd term, 23. 

The usual grant of £100 has been received from the Incorporated Law 
—- of the United Kingdom, and this will be continued for the ensuing 

ion. 

The judges’ report on procedure.—Your committee have recently had this 
report under their consideration, and the president has represented the 
society at meetings in London both of the Incorporated Law Society’s 
council, and of the Associated Provincial Law Societies, when various 
points on the report were very fully discussed, and by this means the views 
of the provincial societies were brought more forcibly to the notice of the 
council of the chief law society. The Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society have recently issued a report on the subject, with the conclusions 
of which your committee are, in the main, in accord. The report does 
not, however, touch upon the vexed question of the arrangement of circuits, 
but upon this it need hardly be said that no note of dissent from the views 

by the judges is likely to te heard from Birmingham. A 
farther meeting of the representatives of the loca) societies is shortly to be 
held in London, when the judges’ proposals will be still further considered, 
and any action that may be deemed advisable will be decided upon. There 
is = to which special attention is drawn in the report of: the Incor- 
porated Law Society just alluded to, and which deals with a matter of such 
vital moment to the status and self-respect, so to speak, of the profession, 
that it may well receive a few special words of notice. The report says :— 
** The Council of the Incorporated Law Society desire to call attention to a 
subject which has in recent years given rise to a very strong feeling among 
solicitors both in London and in the country. They refer toa ‘onbiany in 
the drafting of rules as to costs to assume that solicitors will not act 
honestly by their clients. All solicitors entertain the greatest objection to 
general rules springing from exceptional instances of dishonesty, but 
framed as if the evil aimed at was so universal as to compel the authorities 
to interfere for the protection of the public, and they feel very strongly 
that the whole body of the profession is subjected to an indignity because 
asmall proportion is guilty of malpractices.’’ Reference is then made to 
Resolutions Nos. 44, 45, 70, and in particular to No. 71 of the judges’ 
report, which last provides that ‘‘ No further costs shall be payable by the 

to his own solicitor, unless after full explanation he has chosen to 
them, and has ed to do so in writing to his solicitor,’ and the 
— proceeds, ‘‘ The Council of the Incorporated Law Society therefore 
submit that the innovation embodied in Resolution 71 of the judges’ report 
is uncalled for and inexpedient ; that it is calculated seriously to injure 
the existing relations between solicitor and client, and to embarrass the 
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conduct of contentious business before the courts; and also that it is 
thrusting upon an honourable profession an indignity to which it ought 
not to be subjected.’? In these words, which do not by any means too 
strongly condemn the su, ted change in procedure, your committee 
most earnestly concur, they trust that the timely notice thus drawn 
to a proposal, the true bearings of which can hardly have been originally 
apprehended, will suffice to insure its omission from any new rules which 
may hereafter be formulated. 





SHROPSHIRE LAW SOCIETY. 


The seventeenth annual meetiug of this society was held at Shrewsbury 
on the 27th ult., Mr. Edwd. Hodges, president, in the chair. 

The committee’s report and the treasurer's statement of accounts were 
presented to the meeting, and proved the satisfactory condition of the 
society, and an increase in the number of members. The committee record 
their satisfaction at the return of one of the hon. secs. (Mr. T. H. Hignett) 
from Australia in greatly improved health. The report shews that con- 
siderable attention has been bestowed—among other matters—upon the 
Public Trustee Bill, and the judges’ re , and resolutions for the 
reform of legal procedure. The proposal of the judges to group counties 
for the purpose of the civil business of the assizes is strongly objected to 
by the society. With regard to the other important changes in the prac- 
tice of the High Court contained in the proposed reforms, so far as they 
tend to reduce expense and costs and unnecessary pleadings and ee 
tions, they are approved of by the society. The report expresses disap- 
pointment with the county court rules issued in the past year, and the com- 
mittee greatly regret that the principle of order 14 in the procedure of the 
High Court has not been extended to the county courts, so that the plaintiff 
may be saved the trouble and expense of unnecessarily attending the 
court at the hearing of a default summons, in cases where the defendant 
has ne defence. The committee regret also that no reduction has been 
made in the very heavy county court fees, which are very much heavier 
than in the High Court, and are unreasonably oppressive on the poorer 
class of litigants. It is also reported that the Board of Works has 
promised to use its influence with the local authority concerned in any 
particular case of defective robing accommodation for barristers and 
solicitors in local courts. A new form of the society’s farming agree- 
ment has been carefully prepared and settled by counsel. The conditions 
of the ‘‘ student’s prize,’’ open to articled clerks of members of the society 
only, have been settled, and the prize for 1892 has been awarded by the 
president to Mr. Frank Cooper, of Bridgnorth, and Mr. William Kenrick 
Minshall, of Oswestry, both having talcen honours in the same class at the 
final examinations of the Incorporated Law Society in the past gone. 

The president delivered a short address; and papers were also read by 
Mr. P. Minshall, of Oswestry, on ‘‘ Fences,’ and Mr. J. Rigg, of Shrews- 
bury, on ‘‘ The Judges’ Resolutions for the Reform of Legal Procedure,’ 
which papers it was decided to have printed and circulated with the 
annual report. 

The president, vice-president (Mr. E. C. Peele), and the other officers of 
the socieby—(Mr. H. J. Osborne (hon treasurer), Mr, T. H. Hignett and 
Mr. R. T. Hughes (hon. eecretaries), and Mr. R. T. Hughes (hon. Jibra- 
rian)—were all re-elected ; and Mr. W. C. Tyrrell, Mr. J. H. Sprott, and 
Mr. George Gordon Warren, members of the committee, were 
re-elected. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. A.uert Gray, barrister, has been appointed by the Bishop of Ely 
to the office of Chancellor of the Diocese of Ely, void by the resignation of 
Dr. Isambard Brunel. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vtion. 

Cuantes Beavmont Corram and Gry Hearon, solicitors (Cottam & 

Heaton), Cleobury Mortimer. Feb. 7. [ Gazette, Feb. 10. 
ApmIssIon. 

Messrs. Gotpnerc & Lanepon, solicitors, West-street, Finsbury-circus, 
have admitted into partnership Mr. Horace Barrett and Mr. G. W. Newall. 
The practice of the firm will in future be carried on under the style of 
Goldberg, Langdon, Barrett, & Newall. 





GENERAL. 


Mr. Alsop, the president of the Liverpool Law Society, writing to the 
Times on the subject of ——- in Lancashire, says that ‘‘ the principle of 
continuous sittings of the High Court in Lancashire has thus been adopted 
by the entire body of English solicitors, and, having regard to the fact 
that the proposed change is demanded by- the commercial and municipal 
bodies of the county, and is eoenes by the Lancashire members of 
Parliament, without distinction of party, I venture to think that if the 
Lord Chancellor could eee his way to introduce the necessary Bill as a 
Government measure during the present Session, it would meet with little 
or no opposition in either House of Parliament.” 

Last week a tation from the Associated Chambers of Commerce 
waited upon Mr. Mundella, President of the Board of Trade, to urge an 
amendment of the law ding for the registration of mortgages on 


machinery. Sir A. K. Rollit, M.P., said that the views of the deputation 





would be met by the insertion in the Bill, introduced by the Lord Ohan- 
cellor, for the consolidation and amendment of the Bills of Sale Acts of 
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the followiag clause:—‘‘No mortgage of real or leasehold ecetates or 
charge thereon shall include machinery in any factory, workshop, or 
building standing thereon, or any part thereof, of any kind whatever, 
save and except the fixed motive powers, fixed power, machinery, and 
pipes for steam, gas, and water, as defined in this Act, unless the ee- 
ment or instrument creating the same be registered as a bill of sale in 
conformity with the provisions of this Act.’’ Mr. Mundella asked 
whether they wished tc bring companies’ debentures within the purview 
of the Bills of Sale Act. Sir A. Rollit said he did not press the point in 
the case of companies’ debentures, but a great deal of injustice was 
worked at present, and a system of fraud was sanctioned by the law. Mr. 
Mundella said he had heard what the deputation had said with a great 
deal of interest. He would take good care to bring under the Lord 
Chancellor's notice the views which they had submitted and the suggested 
amendment of the present law. When the Bill was going through the 
House of Lords it would not be difficult for Sir Albert Rollit to place his 
amendment in the hands of some peer, and he had no doubt they would 
be able to arrive at a result which would meet the difficulty. At the same 
time he must remind them that there was great difficulty attaching to the 
word ‘fixed’? machinery. He would be glad to do what he could in 
bringing about some arrangement of the matter. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reoistrarns 1n ATTENDANCE ON 









Date APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
¥ No. 2, Cutty. Nogrtn. 
Monday, Feb. ......... ...+0+ 20 Mr. Pugh Mr. Leach Mr. Clowes 
Tuesday......... jose Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Wednesday ... 2: Pugh Leach Clowes 
2: Beal Godfrey Jackson 
9 Pugh Leach Clowes 
Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STIRLING. Kekewicu. Romer. 
Monday, Feb. ................. 20 Mr. Lavie Mr. Farmer Mr. Pemberten 
sd q Carrington Rolt Ward 
2 Lavie Farmer Pemberton 
2: Carrington Rolt Ward 
f x Lavie Farmer Pemberton 
PRE | Gris cocvsincovbcasaesvcs 25 Carrington Rolt Ward 








Wakryine To tntenpine House Puncnasers & Lessees.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 
Westminster (Estab. 1875‘, who also undertake the Ventilation of Cffices, &c.—[ Apvr. ] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Feb. 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1n CHANCERY. 

Bivasoa Raitway axp Miyes, Luurep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 3, directed 
to be heard on Feb 20. Lowless & Co, Martin’s lane, Cannon st, solors for petners. 
- t 7 fe of appearing must reach the aboveramed not later than o’clock in the afternoon 
of Feb 19 

Civit Service Brewery Co, Limrrep—By an order of Vaughan Williams, J, dated Jan 
11, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued, 
Saunders & Co, Coleman st, solors for petners 

CLarenpon Lanp Investment anv Acrency Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding wp, presented 
Feb 6, directed to be heard on Monday, Feb 20. Munns & Longden, Old Jewry, solors 
for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 2 o’clock 
in the afternvon of Feb 18 

Dracuenrets Banker Goip Mixine Syspicars, Limtrep—Petn for winding up, presented 
Feb 4, directed to be heard on Feb 20. Hadden & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn, petners’ 
solors. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the 


afternoon of Feb 18 

Feperau Bank or Austra.ia, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 7, directed 
to be heard on Feb 20. Powell & Burt, St Swithin’s lane, solors for petner. Notice of 
op aed must reach the abovenamed not later than 2 o’clock in the afternoon of 
red 

Tiamesuine Lanp Co, Linrreo—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 26, directed to be 
heard on Monday, Feb 20. Munns & Longden, Old Jewry, agents for King & Lapthorns, 
Landport, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach Messrs. Munns & Longden 
not later than 2 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 18 

Hype Park Can Co, Liurreo—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 6, directed to be heard 
before Vaughan Williams, J, on Feb 20. Shaen & Co, Bedford row, solors for petner. 
Notice of peeesting must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of Feb 19 

J E H Gorpoy & Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 8, directed to be 
heard on Feb 20. Raphael, hpey st, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the said Ralph Raphael not later than 6 o’clock in the afternon of Feb 18 

Jounsons, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 13, to send their names 
and addre+ses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Eldred & Bignold, 11, 
Queen Victoria st 

Narionat Liraograrnic Anp Paixtixe Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 
31, directed to be heard on Feb 20. Paterson & Co, Bouverie st, Fleet st. Notice of 

_ appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 19 

New Crypvacu Courizry Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 31, to 
eend their names and addresses, and the particulars of theirdebts or claims, to Thomas 
Morgan, William Morgan Lewis, and David Hugh Francis, 128, Bute st, Cardiff. Ingle- 
dew & Sons, Cardiff, solors for liquidators 

Portsmouth AND Sourusea Army anp Navy Srores, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, 
presented Feb 2, directed to be heard on Feb 20. Shirley Parker, Bishopgate st Within, 
solor for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 2 
o’elock in the afternoon of Feb 18 

Sr Errexne Brewery Co, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 4, directed to be 
heard on Feb 20. Ingram & Co, Lincoln’s inn felas. solors for petner. Notice of 
sppearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

e { 

Woovrow, Hoover, & Co, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 1, directed to b 
heard on Monday, Feb 20. Layton & Co, Budge psd; ema st, solors for pcb nbnad 
_ ice = appearivg must reach the aboyenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 

of Feb 18 





} Yue, Gorse, Great Winchester st, Merchant Murch 31 Solomon, Kinz st, Cheapside 





Sranyantus or Connwatt. 
Lauwrep ty CHANCERY. 

Camporne Consois, Lutrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 6, directed to be heard 
at Princes Hall, Truro, on Feb 18, at 10. Chilaott & Son Truro, solors for petners. 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon of Feb 17 

Usuimirep 1x Cuancery. 

Wheat Uny Mixe—Petn for winding w ted Feb 7, directed to be at Princes 
Hall, Truro, on Feb 21, at 10 Ohtteokt & Son, Truro, agents for Daniell Thomas, 
Camborne, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not 
later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 20 

London Gazette,—Tursvay, Feb. 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep 1x CHANCERY. 

Go.prteLps or Manica, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 21, to send 
their names an , anc particulars of their debts or claims, to Harry Sidney 
Banks, 66, Cannon st 

Nartiovat Lirnocraruic anp Prixtixe Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented 
Feb 1, directed to be heard on Feb 20. Ranger & Co, Fenchurch st, solors for petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 


noon of Feb 19 
Norwoop Cuemicat Works, Liairep—C. are required, on or before March 15, to 
send their names and ad and the iculars of their debts or claims, to Thomas 


parti 
Cresswell Parkin, 36, Bank st, Sheffield. Swift, Sheffield, solor for liquidator 


Ait 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaszette.—Tusspay, Jan, 31. 
Low, Joux Hovstroy, Appleby, Westmoreland, Bachelor of Medicine. Feb 28 Bland v 
Low, North, J. Moordaff, Kington 











UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Jan. 27. 


Anpery, Wittiam, Wigan, Blacksmith March 3 Darlington & Sons, Wigan 
Arxinson, Haynan Haw, Whitchurch, Salop Feb 28 Bateson & Co, Liverpool 
Arxiysoy, Mania, Whitchurch, Salop Feb 28 Bateson & Co, Liverpool 


Barruo.tomew, Maritpa, Newmarket St Mary, Suffolk, Innkeeper Marchi4 Button & 
Aylmer, Newmarket ; 
Bassett, Geonce, St Enoder, Cornwall, Yeoman Feb 23 Chilcott & Son, Truro 


Bixys, Exrten Jaye, Southport March1 Brown & Co, Southport 

Binns, Joseru, Southport, Wesleyan Minister March1 Brown & Co, Southport 
Bocarrt, Witu1am, Cheyne walk, Chelsea March 31 Guillaume & Sons, Salisbury sq 
Burtrox, Mary, Scarborough Feb 20 Frankish & Co, Hull 

Buerearues®, Aws Isapecia, Saffron Walden, Essex Feb 23 Ackland & Son, Saffron 


CuamBertars, Humpurey, Barnsley, Civil Engineer May1 Tyas & Son, Barnsley 

Ciement, Wicuiam, Silverdale, Lanes, retired Licensed Victualler Feb 25 Faweett, 
Carnforth 

Coates, Georez, Spencer st, Islington, House Painter March 9 Patey & Warren, 


London wall é 
Cortisc, Marcarer Euzasern, Hove, Sussex Feb 21 Cockburn, Brighton 


Cruur, Anne, New Bond st March 25 Barham, Eldon st 
Evans, Jouy Jewet, St Neots, Hunts, Gent March 11 Margetts, Huntingdon 


Faiwas er, E.texn Rankine, Monkton Combe, nr Bath Marché Few & Co, Surrey st, 
Strand 
Freayy, Jane, Plymouth Feb27 Bond & Co, Plymouth 


ITutiwoop, Ricuarp Jackson, Preston, Gent March 1 Cockburn, Brighton 


Hae, Wittiam, Longdene, Willesden, Gent Apr 30 Phillips, Gresham st; Allingham, 
Bucklersbury 
Junxinas, Witi1am, Victoria st, Esq Maré Few & Co, Surrey st, Strand 


Law, Acyes, Melton Constable, Norfolk Feb 23 Hansells & Hales, Norwich 

Lewis, Puase, Tenby, Pembs Marl Lock Tenby 

Lirrie, Joun, Liverpool, Pawnbroker Feb 25 Mason & Grierson, Liverpool 

Lyox, Henry, Greenhithe, Swanscombe, Kent, Licensed Victualler Mar 11 Adams & 


Hugonin, Long acre 

Mayor, Wiiu14m, Jubilee st, Commercial rd, Poplar, Cooper Marl Chion, Birmingham 

Meacock, Francis Ameria, Reatiog Feb 28 Ticehurst & Sons, Cheltenham 

Moroax, Groner Kiya, Clifton pk, Bristol, Esq Mar3 Hippisley, Bristol 

Mort, Roserr Surcurre, Bedalla, New South Wales April 10 Slade, Bow church- 
yard, Cheapside 

Mossor, Joseru, Liverpool, Superannuated Customs Officer March 1 Mason & Grierson, 
Liver, 

Murty, Sarau, Coombe Leigh, Weston super Mare March 25 Maurly, Bristol and 
Weston super Mare 

Nerrcesmir, Mary, Lincoln April6 Toynbee & Co, Lincola 

Pors, Witi1ay, Biggl de, Beds, Merchant March 25 Hooper & Co, Biggleswade 

Purser, Saran, Leamington Feb2 King, Abchurch lane 

Ricuaros, James Batnsiey, Berlin, Germany, Newspaper Correspondent Feb 28 Taylor 
& Co, Gt James st 

Roscox, Tuomas, Darcy Lever, Lancs, Farmer April 24 Whitaker, Duchy of Lancaster 


Utlice 

Sunerrze, Frevericx Jony, Salcott rd, Clapham Common, Gent Feb 28 Stockdale, 
Sunderland 

Surra, znoneanen Wisoxxe, Eastcheap Feb 27 Rooper & Whately, Lincoln's inn 
fields 

Sraucscummpr, Henry Cores Jony, Buckingham st, Strand March 2 Lewin & Co, 
Southampton st, Strand 

Swiers, Any, Ripon Feb 23 Whitham, Ripon 

Temr.e, Tuomas, Choppington, Northumbrid, Gent Feb1 Webb, Morpeth 


Tuestey, Ouamnam, Lostock, nr Stretford, Lancs March 1 Boddington & Ball, 
anc! 


Townson, Tuomes, Ambleside, Westmrild Feb 28 Gatey, Ambleside. 
Wanpinotoy, Eowarp Sere, Mexborough, Yorks, Glass Bottle Manufacturer April 20 





Saunders & Co, u Dearne 

Witxixson, Wittiam Hat, Malton, Yorks, Lieutenant-Colonel, Militia, retired Feb 13 
Frankish & Co, Hull 

Woovnorre, Caartes Hower, Martock, Somerset, Retired Officer of Inland Revenue 
March 1 Leach, Martoc 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fnivay, Feb. 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Apaus, James Wanrex, Normancot, nr Longton, Staffs, 
Clerk Longton Pet Feb7 Ord. Feb 7 

Bannes, ae ppeenecten, Maker up Manchester Pet 
Febs Ord Feb 

Barron, "Mase H, West Bromwich, Draper West Brom- 
wich Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Bence, Tuomas, Upper Kennington lane, Licensed Victu- 
aller High Court Pet Jan7 Ord Feb 6 

Borromtey, Exocu, Milnsbridge, nr Huddersfield, Plasterer 
Huddersfield Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Boyr.es, Georer, Pontypridd, Glam, Saddler Pontypridd 
Pet Feb8 Ord Febs 

Burwir, Matruew, North Cowton, Yorks, Farmer North- 
allerton Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

Cuauuior, Samvuet Henny, Dresden, nr Long! on, Staffs, 
Builder Longton Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 

Cup, a Leeds, Photographer Leeds Pet Feb 6 
Ord Feb 6 


Cocxsunotr, Gronce Wit.iam, Ream, Coal Mer- 
:iwt Birmingham Pet Feb 6 b 6 

Corsetr, Rovert, Charlton st, Euston rd, Butcher High 
Court Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

CriTLanxp, Joseru, Moss Side, nr Manchester, Boot Sales- 
man Salford Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 

Davies, Joux, Llanelly, Carmarthenshire, late Fruiterer 
Carmarthen Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Davis, Farpenicx, Bedford, Dealer in Hardware Bedford 
Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 a 

Dexyer, Henry Tuomas, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler 
Liverpool Pet Jan19 Ord Feb7 

Drv oe BEN,  onamaee Bootmaker Canterbury Pet 
Feb7 Ord Feb 

Earoys, ABRAHAM, Tieiiem, Lancs, Provision Dealer Liver- 
pool Pet Febs8 Ord Feb8 

Evans, Joux, Swansea, Currier Swansea Pet Jan 26 Ord 
Feb 6 


e 

eae Joux Hucues, Coates in Whittlesey, Isle of 
E)y, Cambs, late Farmer Peterborough Pet Feb 6 
Ord Feb 6 

Garpyer, James, Whitebirk, nr pecans Innkeeper 
Blackburn Pet Feb7 Ord Fe 

Go.pswortny, Joun, Bristol, Box Manufacturer Bristol 
Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 8 

Hamsoxp, Wituam, Jane Hammonp, and James Han- 
monp, Croydon, Butchers Croydon Pet Jan 23 Ord 
Feb 8 

Hasrerow, Witr1am, Castle Bromwich, ne 
Farmer Birmingham Pet Jan 24 Ord F 

ey B.sean, Oe om, Fish Salesman Sheela Pet 
Feb 


Howes, Jonas Te cae Bradford, Wholesale Dealer in 
Drapery Bradford Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Janes, Wituiam, Loughborou a, Framework Knitter 
Leicester Pet Feb6 Ord Fe : 

Joti, Water Freperick, Bristol, Bristol Pet 
Feb Feb7 

Kernvon, GrorGe Hatt, Wakefield, Brewer’s Traveller 
Wakefield Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 

Kietror, Joun, Fairbridge rd, ey Holloway, Baker 
High Court Pet Feb8 Ord 

Layopate, Henry, and Arrnuur Lancpacr, Leicester, 
Hosiery Manufacturers Leicester Pet Feb 7 Ord 


eb 7 

Lavers, Joun Tuomas, rary Saddler East Stone- 
house Ord Feb7 Pet Feb 10 

Mumrorp, Jonny Hexry, West Cowes, Refreshment-house 
Keeper Newport and Ryde Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Newman, Arrrep Wiiiiam, Great Yarmouth, Builder 
Great Yarmouth Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Nurrauy, Tuomas, Bolton, Carver Bolton Pet Feb 6 
Ord Feb 6 : , 

Owens, Merge arama Glam, Tailor Pontypridd 

Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 

Paixe, Maticpa, and Grorce Daneene, Piestings, Fruit 
Salesmen Hastings Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Parker and Brown, Sheflield, ‘Bilveramiths Sheffield 
Pet Feb1 Ord Febs 

Parratt, Frank Witiiamsoy, Bradford, Stuff Salesman 
Bradford Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 A 

Power, W M, Power's corner, York st, Westminster, 
Picture Dealer High Court Pet Jan 18 Ord Feb8 

Ricuarvsoy, Tom Epwix, Goole, Yorks, Watchmaker 

akefield Pet Feb 8 ‘Ord Feb 8 

Sxt.er, Henry, Hayton, nr Pocklington, Yorks, Farmer 
York Pet Feb6é Oud Febé 

Sizen, Cankinoton Francis, Bow rd, Farmer High Court 

Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Vernon, Tuomas, Middlewich, Cheshire, Painter Nant- 
wich and Crewe Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Watt, ane, Preston, nr Yeovil, Somerset, Grocer Yeovil 
Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 6 

Watters, Jouy Forrest, Queen's rd, Bayswater, Engineer 
High Court Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Were, Bevery Ginss, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Draper 
Birmingham Pet Febs Ord Feb 5 

Wirsox, Witiiam Josern, Oxford, Chemist Oxford Pet 
Feb6 Ord Feb6 

The following amended notice is substituted io that pub- 

lished in the London Gazette, Jan 13 :— 

Sronz, Cuartes Hexny, Manchester, coat Victualler 
Manchester Pet Dec 15 Ord Jan6 

The following arrended notice is substituted for that pub- 

lished in the London Gazette, Jan 20: 


Ronixsox, Atyrep Vow vex Ane, Highrd, Tottenham, 
uctioneer Edmonton Pet Nov7 Pet Jan 14 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of Jan. 27 :— 


Paixtren, Wiitiam Hesnty, the younger, Lowestoft, Smack- 
owner 


Great Yarmouth Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Witkiysoy, Joux, Gateshead, Clerk in Holy Orders New- 
castle on Tyne Ree Ord Jan 16 Rese Feb 8 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baker, Tuomas, Hilderthorpe, Bridlington Quay, Yorks, 
Hotel Proprietor Feb 17 at 11 Off Rec, 74, New- 

borough st, Scarborough 

Berrvs, Beats, Longsight, Manchester, Manager Feb 
17 at 3.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Man: chester 

Borromuiey, Exocu, Milnsbridge, nr rradleratield, Plasterer 
Feb 20 at 3 Of Ree, 6, Queen st, Huddersfield 

Bouton, ANNIE MATILDA, Fratton, Hants, Draper Feb 
2iat4 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Ports- 
mouth 

Catyert, Georce Pattie Wiartox, Leeds, Commercial 
Traveller Feb 20at11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

Cow.ey, Leonarp Beacuam, Penarth, Glam, Grocer Feb 
20at11 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Crisp, Cuar.es, Swavesey, Cambs, Hay Factor Mar 1 at 
13 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 

Davies, Evan, Gilfach Goch, Glam, Builder Feb 17 at 12 
Off "Ree, Merthyr Tydfil 

Drury, Revsey, Folkestone, Bootmaker Feb17 at9 Off 
Ree, 73, Castle st, we nam 

Dutroy, LL Depend Tim Buglawton, nr Congle- 
ton, Cheshire, Silk Throwster Feb 17 at1l Off Rec, 
23, King Edward st, Macclestield 

Davies, Davip, Lianelly, Carmarthenshire, Grocer Feb 18 
at 11.30 Otf Rec, Carmarthen 

Ex.uorr, Josern, and Hesry Exuiotrr, Cardiff, Ship 
Chandlers Feb 20 at12 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, (‘ardiff 

Fiercuer, Joun Hy —, Coates in Whittlesey, Isle “9 
Ely, Cambs, late Farmer Mar 1 at 12 Law Courts, 
New road, Peterborough 

Foster, Tuom As, Plymouth, Fisherman Feb 22 at11 10, 
Atheneum ter, Plymouth 

Gatton, Jouy, Hereford, Cab Driver Feb 17 at 10 2, 
Otta st, Hereford 

Have, Josuva Marsumay, Seaton, Devon, Accountant 
Feb 22 at 3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Hansinc, Frepericx, Cable st, Clothier Feb 17 at 1 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Haxrisox, Fraxcis Witt1aM, Flamborough, Yorks, Grocer 
Feb 17 at 11.30 Off Ree, 74, Newborough et, Scar- 

ro 

a and Joun Suorrock, Blackburn, Cotton 
Manufacturers Feb 20 at 2.30 White Bull Hotel, 
Church st, Blackburn 

Hicks, A J, Dalston lane, Builder Feb 17 at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hicks, Georaiana O’LauGuuin, Emperor’s gate, Widow 
Feb 20 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hitt, Jony, and Harry Hitt, Bramley, Leeds, Painters 
Feb 20 at 12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, ds 

James, Witt1am, Loughborough, Framework Knitter Feb 
17 at 4 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

JEFFERIES, James Evay, Bristol, Reskasiier Feb 22 at 12 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn 'st, Bristol 

Jerrrizs, Kaypatt Jouy, Norwich, Gunmaker Feb 2) at 
3 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

Jounxstone, WititiaAm, Norton, Yorks, Horse Dealer Feb 
20 at1l Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scarburough 

Jones, Isaac Jony, Southampton, Tobacconist Feb 21 at 
12 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 

Kexyox, Grornce Haut, Wakefield, Rrewer’s Traveller 
Feb 17 at 11 Off Rec, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Layopate, Heyry, and Artruur Lanoupaue, Leicester, 
Hosi+ry Manufacturers Feb 20 at 3 Off Rec, 34, 
Friar lane, Leicester 

Lawrtox, Wiiuiam, Leeds, Farmer Feb 17 at 11 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, Leeds 

Lees, James, Warwick, Cattle Dealer Feb 17 at 12 Off 
Kec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Lennarp, Horace, Somerleyton rd, Brixton, Author Feb 
20 at12 Bankruptcy bl , Carey st 

Marsuawy, Joun WiLu1Am, ottingham, Labourer Feb 17 
at12 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

{ McA.vay, Kopert Saut, Hornsey rd, Holloway, Printer’s 

Manager Fb 20 at 2.30 Bankruptcy dgs, Carey st 

McGoway, Horace, and Harotp Asnworta Havwey, 
Manchester, formerly Iron founders Feb 20 at 3 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Muir, Exizanern Bywater, Leominster, Herefordshire, 
Baker Feb 20 at 10 18, Corn sq, Leominster 

Nicnoitts, Hexyrny Micnart, Southend, Essex, of no 
occupation Feb 17 at 12 Off Ree,,95. Temple chmbrs, 
Temple avenue 

Nurra.., Tuomas, Bolton, Carver Feb 17 at3 16, Wood 
st, Bolton 

Pearce, Epwix Tuomas, Exeter, Accountant Feb 17 at 10 
13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Powe.tt, Tuomas Fou.tort, Bideford, a. kad 20 at 
1.15 King’s Arms Hotel, High st, Barnsta; 

—— CHaRLEs, Scarborough, Saddler Feb Da 11.30 

tf Rec, 7 74, Newborough st, Scarborough 

Reem, Gronce Poxsoxsy, Craven Arms, Salop, Corn 
Merchant Feb 18 at 2.30 2, Offa st, Hereford 

Rowe, Grorcr Rows, and Hexay Rowe Rowe, Welling- 
ton st, Camden Town, Builders Feb 20 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptey bldge, Carey st 

Se_vex, Henny, Hayton, nr Pccklington, Yorks, Farmer 
Feb 20at 11.30 Off Rec, York 

Sucwarp, Georce Kipp, Green st, Park lane, Dealer in 
Horses Feb 17 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Syoox, Gzorce Ricuarp, Landport, Builder Feb 21 at 
3.30 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Ports- 
mouth 

Srevens, ArcuipaLp Denny, Cowper’s court, Cornhill, 
Mercantile Clerk Feb 22’ at 11.30 24, Railway app, 
London Bridge 

Titt, JH M, G P O, St Martin’s le Grand, Clerk in Intelli- 
gence Department Feb 22 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 





| 
| 


Watrens, Jouy- ne Bryn, Cwnmtillery, Mon, 
Grocer Feb 17 3 Off Rec, 
Warp, Tuomas, nd t tn 1. q - 
ing Machinists Feb 18 at 10.30 i. ity ood st, Bolton 
Wozencrart, Jouyx, Norton ‘'armer Feb 20 at 
10 18, Corn sq, a 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Avams, James 7 se ormancot, nr Longton, Staffs, 
erk Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 
Bartoy, Mresnecu, West Bromwich, Draper West Brom- 
wich Pet Feb6 Ord Feb6é 
Bence, Tuomas, Upp Kennington lane, eae Vic- 
tualler High Court Pet Jan7 Ord Feb 
Borromuiey, Exocna, Milnsbridge, nr Huddersfield, Plas- 
terer Huddersfield Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 7 
Boy : ee ee + <4 aes Glam, Saddler’ Pontypridd 
"ct Feb 8 
Brown, Jouy, Shefiield, silversmith Sheffield Pet Feb 1 
Ord Feb 8 
Buryir, Matruew, North Cowton, Yorks, Farmer North- 
allerton Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 
Cuatuiyor, Samuct Heyry, ein, nr Jaseten, Staffs, 
Builder Longton * Feb6 Ord Feb 
Ome ae Leeds, Photographer el Pet Feb 6 
6 


Cu . OK Fee Glam, Baker Pontypridd 

Coss, Gronce Heney, Kentish rom rd, Boot Dealer 
High Court Pet Janis Ord Fi 

CripLayp, Joseru, Moss Side, nr + Boot Sales- 
man Salford Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 8 

Davies, Joux, Lianelly, Carmarthenshire, late Fruiterer 
Carmarthen Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 6 

Davis, Frepenricx, Bedford, Dealer in Hardware Bedford 
Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 

Davry, Reveex mat Bootmaker Canterbury Pet 
Feb6 Ord Feb 

Fietcuer, Joun | a Coates in Whittlesey, Isle of 
Ely, Cambs, late Farmer Peterborough Pet Feb 3 
Ord Feb 6 

Frigptanper, Henry, Cm st, Foreign Agent High Court 
Pet Jan4 Ord Feb 

GarpNeR, JAMES, Whitebirk, nr Blackburn, Innkeeper 
Blackburn Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 

eae I 3 Sie, Devon, pen bs A Bristol Pet Jan 3 


Seatie wi Doncaster, Fish Salesman Sheffield Pet 
Feb7 Ord Feb7 

es Jonas Turyer, Bradford, Wholesale Dealer in 

Bradford Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 
Jac ne Re a Grimsby, tate Inaheoper Great 
Pet Oct 4 Ord Novi 

ames ed ey gy oh eens Knitter 
Leicester Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 

Kevsey, Burperr Wittiam, _ Kent, Licensed 
Victualler Rochester Pet Jan 28 Ord Feb 4 

Kexyoy, George Hatt, Wakefield, Brewer's Traveller 
Wakefield Pet Feb 4 meh “eS 

Kietior, Jonx, Fairbri a Holloway, Baker 
High Court Pet one ond F 

Lavers, Jonn Tuomas, mouth, Saddler East Stone- 
house Pet Feb7 onbeny 

Leyyarp, Horace, Bomeriyton a Brixton, Author High 
Court Pet Dee 30 O 

Linwoop, W1iu1am, Beckenham, Kent Croydon Pet Oct 
28 Ord Feb7 


McA.vay, Roper Saut, wy! rd, Holloway, Printer’s 
Manag er High Court eb2 Ord Feb7 

Moyk«, 5 onal Wi.uram, Handsworth, Staffs, Dairyman 
Birmingham - Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 6 

Muurorp, Joun Henry, West Cowes, I W, Refreshment 
house Keeper Newport and Ryde Pet Feb7 Ord 


Newmay, Atrrep Witutiam, Gt Yarmouth, Builder Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Feb6 Feb 6 
Surtas, Tuomas, Bolton, Carver Bolton Pet Feb 6 


Owens, i pouty, Glam, Tailor Pontypridd Pet 
Feb4 Ord Feb 

Patmer, Josern, re Tow, Provision Dealer 
High Court Pet Jan 28 Ord Feb7 

Powerit, ALEXAN “+ paren Auctioneer Liverpool 


Pet Jani6 Ord Fel 

ieemapeees Tom Epw = yo vere, Watchmaker 

eV aket field Pet Feb 8 “Ord Feb 

ELLER, HENRY yton, nr a Yorks, Farmer 
York Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Saewarp, Georcz Kipp, } adh st, Park lane, Dealer in 
Horses High Court Pet Feb1 Ord Feb6é 

Smurn, Fy Wituram, Pulham 8t Mary Magdalen, 
Norfolk, Farmer Ipswich Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 

Syook, GzoraE Ricuarp, Landport, Builder Portsmouth 
Ord Feb3 Pet Feb6 

Srorr, Davip, Oxford st, Publisher High Court Pet 
Janil Ord Feb6é 

Sa Bradford, Auctioneer Bradford Pet Jan 24 


Tuorstox, Joun, Mansfield rd, Haverstock hill, 
to Coal Merchants Court Pet Jan30 ‘Ord Feb7 

Veryxox, Tuomas, Middlewich, Cneshire, pute Nant- 
wich and Crewe Pet Feb7 Ord a 

Waker, Cuaistoruzr, Mancheste rong Fancy 
Dealer Manchester Pet Nov 16 "ord Feb 6 

Watters, Jouyx Forrest, Queen’s rd, Bay whan to Engineer 
High Court Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Wueerer, Saran Ayy, Winchester, Laundress Win- 
chester Pet Jan 28 Ord Feb7 

Wicuiams, Frank Haroip, Cardiff, Solicitor Cardiff 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Feb7 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette, January 27th :— 


Parster, Wittram Hesry, the younger, Lowestoft, 
Smackowner Gt Yarmouth Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 





Ursner, Tuomas Faux, the younger, Mutley, Ply th, 
Retired Farmer Feb 17° at 3 10, Atheaseum ter, 
Plymouth 

Waker, Curistoruxe, Manchester, General Fancy Dealer 
Feb 7 at3 OUgden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 





' 


i 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Suiama, Wittiam Henny, and Josven Sc1ama, Manchester, 
Merchants Manche-ter Adjud Jan7 Annul Jan 25 
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London Gazette—Tunspay, Feb. 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
At.oock, Jouyx, Nottingham, Book Kee Nottingham 
Pet Feb1i Ord Feb 11 ™ 
Arwitace, Wiui18, Bradford, Joiner Bradford Pet Feb 


10 Ord Feb 10 

Bacx, Joun Rosperrs, Worcester, Glove Manufacturer 
Worcester Pet Jan28 Ord Feb 11 

Bertier, Joux, Hanley, Confectioner Hanley Pet Feb 
1i Ord Feb 11 

Birv, Tuomas, Cockerton, nr Darlington, Labourer Stock- 
= on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Feb 8 Ord 

ebs 

Boop, Gzores, Draycott, Derbyshire, Farmer Derby 
Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb9 

Brown, Wittiam, Ormesby St Michael, Norfolk, Farmer 
Great Yarmouth Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 

Buszargp, Frepericx, Leicerter, Tubacconist Leicester 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 

Davies, Tuomas, Mountain Ash, Glam, Tailor Aberdare 
Pet Feb1l Ord Feb 11 

Dexnis, Joun Lez, Nottingham, Druggist’s Manager 
Nottingham Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 

Dixox, Tuomas, Thornaby on Tees, Yorks, Pork Butcher 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet Feb 9 
Ord Feb 9 

Earysuaw, WittiAmM Henny, Halifax, Woollen Merchant 
Halifax Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Ex.eatnctos, Tuomas Henry, Middlesborough, late 
Butcher Middlesborough Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 

Farpoy, Jonatuayn, Dymock, Glos, Land Surveyor Glou- 
cester Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Foster, Taomas, Ramsbottom, Lancs, Coal Agent Bolton 
Pct Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Fuvtver, Wit11am, Bradford, Seedsman Bradford Pet 
Feb10 Ord Feb 10 

GILBERTHORPE, Epwix, Sheffield, Joiner Sheffield Pet 
Feb11 Ord Feb } 

Grover, CHARLES, Bourne Lines, Farmer Peterborough 
Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 

Goopeg, Joux Bexsamiy, Ashby Parva, Lutterworth, Leics, 
Farmer Leicester Pet Jan26 Ord Feb 10 

Greenwoop, Tuomas, Halifax, Draper Halifax Pet Feb 
11 Ord Feb 11 

GrirritTas, Tuomas, Petenteny, Glam, Carpenter Neath 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 

Hagtiey, Waiter + Leeds, late Woollen Mer- 
chant Leeds Pet Feb9’ Ord Feb 9 

Hituier, James, Baron’s Court —. West Kensington 
High Court Pet Jan5 Ord Feb 





Ho.ttoway, Freperick Wi.11am, Sutton Macclesfield, 

Provision Dealer Macclesfield Pet Feb i0 Ord Feb 10 

Iforxins, H L, Houndsditch, Stationer High Court Pet 
Jan 20 Ord Feb 10 

IncLepew, Rostxsox, Willington Quay, Northumbld, 
formerly Fruiterer Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 9 
Ord Feb 9 

Jones, Epwarp James, Ch ide, A High 
Court Pet Jan 26 Ord Feb 11 

Perry, Bexsamin Hannisox, Mountnessing, Essex, Farmer 
Chelmsford Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 8 

Roserts, Esenezer, Portmadoc, Carnarvonshire, Ship- 
builder Portmadoc Pet Feb10 Ord Feb10 

Rosixsox, Jonny Henry, Bolton, Physician Bolton Pet 
Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Rosixson, Toomas, York, of no cecupation York Pet Feb 
9 Ord Feb9 

Rusuatox, Ropert Wuee.rer, Great Grimsby, 
Owner GreatGrimsby Pet Feb 10 Ord Fe 

Russevt, Witti1am Overrox, Blackmoor st, Drury 
aap Merchant High Court Pet Feb 9 9 Med 

eb9 

Satmuoxe, H Aytuoyy, Furnival st, Prof of Languages 
High Court PetJan23 Ord Feb9 

Suzarv, Matrnias Wesstes, yon Innkeeper Dews- 
bury Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 1 

Suorton, Vincent L H, Victoria grove, Queen’s gate, 

Kensington High Court Pet Dec 31 Ord Feb 9 

Surrn, Frank Hexry, Southsea, Commission Agent 

‘ortsmouth Pet FebS Ord Feb8 

Soren, Amy Janz, Southsea, Boarding ine Proprietress 
Portsmouth Pet Feb1i Ord Feb1 

Sournoy, Wii.1am, Birmingham, Corn er Birming- 


Woes 


P ham gy es Ord rd, Bouth a, lai 

YER, OnN epperton uthgate 2 i 

Licensed’ Victualler Hig High Court’ Pet Dec 23 Ord 
‘el 


Taytor, Frepericx, Southampton, Cabinet Maker South- 
ampton Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 

Taomas, Tuomas Owey, Beaufort, Breconshire, Grocer 
Tredegar Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 

Watxer, Jonny Henny, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 

Weis, Cuarres Hirt, late Gt Portland st, Financier 
High Court Pet Dec 30 Ord Feb 9 

Witxixs, Joux, Walton on Thames, Licensed Victualler 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 

Woop, the | Hon Henry Joun Linpiey, Hickleton, nr 

late Lieut t-Colonel in 12th Lancers 

sheffield _ Pet Jan 24 Ord Feb 9 


amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
in the London Gazette of Feb. 10 :— 


CarpLanp, Josern, Moss Side, nr Manchester, Boot Sales- 
man Salford Pet Feb8 Ord Febs 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Bexcr, Tuomas, Upper Kennington wae, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Feb 21 at 12 Bankruptcy bldygs, Carey xt 


Brasires, Witit1am, Brookroyd, Batley, Yorks, Mill Man- 
ager Feb2lat4 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Ba 


Boop, Georar, Draycott, or any Farmer Feb 21 at 
12 Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 

Buszarp, Frepenicx, Leicester, Tobacconist Feb 21 at 3 
Off Ree, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 


Cursmax, Toomas Bowser, Darlington, owe ad Feb 22 
at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesboroug 





The Sclioning « 





eee) “4 Pate ge ages Dest. Davee Feb 21 at 2.30 
Ooaxen, Wittiin, Ge ¢ Canta, Heex, Former Feb 22 
Cone Roneget, Chariton py rd, Butcher Feb 21 


peg gears 2 Boot a 
man Feb 22 at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, meiridge at, 


Doxrorp, ey Sunderland. Gent Feb 22 at3.30 Off 
Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 

memeber Wa Hewry, Halifax, Woollen Merchant 
Feb 24.at11 Off Rec, Townhall chbrs, Halifax 

Esvury, Fraxces, Kidderminster, Milliner Feb 21 at 2 

A. 8. Thurstie meng me Solicitor, Kidderminster 

Extiort, Georcr, Newsham, nr Ai bea , Northmbrid, Builder 
Feb 22 Des Off Rec, Pink Newcastle on Tyne 

Farpvoy, Jonatuan, Dymock, Glos, Land Surveyor Feb 25 


F a rman, Reenter tae te geteaps tt Feb 22 
OSTER, LHOMAS. Lancs, 
at 11 16, Wood st, Bolton 


a James Carman. 
t Feb 21 at 12 Of Ree, Uo Teumple ahibee, Temple 
= 
Greenwoop, James, Isaac ScuorieLp Gaeexwoop, Grorer 
Greenxwoop, Cuar.es Gaeenwoop, and Eanest Green- 
2, m Dou! Feb 21 at 3 
Batley 
, Draper Feb 24 at 11.30 


chbrs , Halifax 

Haymay, Henny, Aldingham Rectory, Lancs, Clerk in Holy 
Orders Feb 24at11 Off Rec, 16, pmRETE NRE 

- ebay 

ewett, Witt1am, Copthall ch 

side Stockbroker Feb 22 ~¥ Fs Deakremtey biden, 
Vale, 
Bank- 


st 
meme Wash Dorrert, panieivasy: ter, Maida 
nt nh Egan Feb 21 at 12 
ruptey Carey 
Homes, Jonas Turner, Bradford, Wholesale Dealer in 
2 Feb 22 at 11.30 Off Rec, 31, Maner row, 


ord 
Humrureys og ey Gonos, and Rosert Myeeuaote, 
Brick lat ni grime, Cheesumengers eb 22 at 
Rosrnsoy, Quay, eg N 
Fruiterer Feb 22at11 tf Reo, Pink 
K oo J x. Fairbridge rd, U —¥ Bake 
IELLOR, JouN, eS loway. 
Feb 23 at 12 Reakrapiny biden, Osrey ; 
Lavers, Joun Tuomas, ith, Saddier eb 22 at 12 
10, Athenzeum ter, Pi 


, 
Lewis, Jony, Braintree, Essex, Draper Feb 21 at 2.30 
Horn Hotel, Braintree 


o 
Mackay, Doyatp LF ag mes Tredegar, Mon, Watchmaker 
Feb 22 at 12 Off Rec, Merth 


Greexwoop, eer 


INGLEDEN, 
formerly 


McCane, Parnick Atorstvus, ee tos, | Joiner 
Feb 22 at 2.30 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
Moreay, a 8 —— Feb 21 at 


wansea, Eating 
Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swanse; 


Parker, Wiuiiam, Ki Kidderminster, Painter Feb 21 at 2.15 
A8 Thursfield, Solicitor, Kidderminster 
ILLIAMSON, Bradf Stuff B Gvtemnen 


Parratt, Fraxyx 
‘eb 22.at11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, 
Pirr, Ricuarp, Maindee, "Ne ewport, Son theeon 5 Feb 21 at 
1 Of Rec, Gloucest r Bank ‘e Newport, Mon 
Pore, Josern, Red Lion Market, White Cross Box 
Manu ~ pees Feb 22 at 12 Bankruptcy 


Powrnr, w M, Power’s corner, York st, Westminst 7, 
Picture Dealer Feb 23 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey st : % 
Rewsnripeg, wey Jae, Carmarthenshire, 
Mineral Water Manuf: 2iat3 Off Rec, 31, 


Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Ricnarosox, Tom Epwix, Bey Yorks, Watchmaker 
Feb 21 at 2 15 ie vnd ter, Wakefield 

son Wook us, Bal ee ton, Phys cian Feb 22 at 10.30 
16 


Rosixsox, Tvowas, York, of no occupation Feb 27 at 


12.3) Off Rec, 
Roeper, Cartes Hewry, Middlesborough, Pork Butcher 
8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 


Feb 22 at3 Off Rec, 
cere Wii™, erataston, im Stationer Feb 22 


at 2 Oif Ree, 35, Victoria 
Saunpens, Joun Latnamu wansea, Insurance 
Agen! 


inane 
t Feb 23 at 12 ‘Off Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swan- 
sea 
Sizer, Canrixnetrow Francis, Bow rd, Farmer Feb 23 at 1 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
vou Tuomas, Middlewich, Cheshire, Painter Feb 24 
Royal Hotel, Crewe’ 
Wien ed ee, Henry, Hull, Grocer Feb 
22 at 1 Reo, ‘Trinity Hull 
besa 5 Tuga > tea Builder Feb 21 at 
4.15 ’s, Oxford 


Smethwick, Staffs, Manufac- 
Feb 24 at 2 County Gourt, West Brom- 


wich 
Wourr, Ceci Daummoxp, Connaught , Hyde Park 
“Gent Feb 23 at 12 Bankruptcy Carey st : 
Wyatt, J Ne Mon, Mason Feb 21 at 
"72.30 Ot hee Se het ae, Newport, 


Wuirte, Fea > eee 
turer’s Clerk 


M 
on 
Yaruuru, Cuantes Hewxny, New Broad st, Merchant 
F.b 23 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Avexayxper, Ropert Witsox, Meole Brace, Salop, Pro- 
vision Broker Shrewsbury Pet Jan7 O:d Feb9 
Axicocx, Joux, Nottingham, Book-keeper Nottingham 

“Pet Heb 11 Ord Feb il 

Anwrace, Wits, Bradford, Joiner Bradford Pet Feb 
10 Ord Feb 10 

Batt, Ricuarp, and Cuaries Browy, Breckaock | 
Camden Town, Builders High Court Pet Jan 28 








late Gracecharch street, Builder High 
B Pa. Ganley, Conteris Hanley Pet Feb 
ENTLEY, 

Ord Feb 


ll 
Br Tuomas, Darlington, Labourer 
"ttockton on Ton aad Mibdlecborcah Pot Pe On 


Miaa- | Brogn, Sears Derbyshire, Farmer Darby 


Urmesby St 
armouth Pet Febii Ord Feb 11 
Buvorrt, Samvet Arvoup, and Watres Fe.urx Buposrt, 
st Merchants 

o High Goast 80 ody me 

ARke, Hewry Harcovar Hy Geuups's 04, Pimticn, 

Gent Court Pet Nov 7 Ord Feb 11 
« WILLIAM, Coal Merchant 
Pet Feb 6 Ord 
Euston 


ert, Chariton 

> Bal, Lu Ord 
AVEY, ABRY Frirzyer, 
gh Court Pet Jan i 


Denxyis, Joun Lez, N 
Nottingham Pet Febi1 Ord 


Thornaby on ‘ork Butcher 
Tees and eicneagk Pet Feb 9 


Ea Wituasm Heyry Woollen Merchant 
wMulitex ‘Pe Web 10” Ord Feb 10” 


Halifax 
Et.eninoron, Taomas Henny, ge Fy late 
Butcher Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 


Exuiorr, Josers, and Hewray Exvuorr, Cardiff, 
Chandlers Cardiff Pet Jan 25 Ord Feb 10 
Surveyor 


Farpoy, ae 
Bradford Pet 


Cocksnort, 


Corsett, 


Dixox, Tomas, 


Stockton on 
Ord Feb 9 


Feb 10 


Gvuope, Jouyx Bs Ashby Parva, Lutterworth, Laics, 
Farmer Latenter fet Jes 19 9 Ord Feb 10 


Onveyrrus, Tous, Beton erry, Glam, Carpenter Neath 


Hart, Exxest Hevay, *pldorado Club, Ha: Club 
t High Gourt Pet Oct 6 Ord Feb i1” 
Hantiry, Water t Feb 0 Ord Leeds, — Woollen Mer- 


eee 5 Heyry, en, ogre i oe 


inant “ae Sutton. 
, Freverick Wii . 
“Provision Dealer Macclecteld Pet Feb 10 | 
, Salop, Farmer Shrewsbury 
Ma hos 7 Broad st, late Insurance Agent 
x ERT, 
WELL, by 


Nov 30 Ord Febs 
Parker, WILtiam, Jviner Blackburn Pet 
Jan 20 Ord Feb 10 


Parrait, Frayx Wicitamsoy, Bradford, Stuff Salesman 
Bradford Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 9 

Pisx, Cuaries <3 ~ Gra Lmanes Victualler 
Court Pet Dec 10 ong 


ikanutostuser dente Fer os tr 
ord, Devon Barnstaple 


Marsa, CuHarvzs, 
Pet Ji 


High Court 
Powe, Tuomas Foussorr, 
Pet Ji 


an 9 
ms on Sy Bolton, Physician Bolton Pet 


Ru Ropert Wuescer, Great Grimsby, Smackowner 
att Pet Feb 10” Ord Feb 10 


Ovezsroyw, 
pp a Pg a om Ord 


Feb 9 

Sizer, Carninaton Faa Bow road, late Farmer High 
“Court Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 

Commission Agent 


Ord 
Surrn, Fraaxx Soa: oe Sou F 


Soren, Auy J house 

anaes ere em 

Sournos, Wiis = Om Birming- 
ham’ Pet Febi0 Ord 

Ores, | Norra, Birmingham, 


Aston juxta 
Builder Birmingham » Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb it 
Cabinetmaker 


eg Bet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 


Tuer et Feb 0’ Ord Feb 0” ner 

Unie me cate Bee, er 

Ween Hull Pe tebe Ord ebe 

Ware, ame, Peemen Se ere Semeent, Gram Yeovil 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED, 

wn a 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
at 
sea 


oe 21.—Messrs. Curxwock, Gatswortnx, & Carxxocg, 
the Mart, B.C. at 9 o'clock, Hresbold Ground-Rents (' 
advertisement, Feb. 


<b. 21.—Messrs. ein tee Faruen, & Batpos- 
*earen, ab the Marty at 3 2 o'gosk, Freshild Ground 
“ Dove.as ager oy E.C., at 2 
. 22.— Youxe at 
Mark, — mele sy (see advertisement, 
+P. 4). 
Feb. 22.—Messrs. Caixxocx, Gatswoatuy, & Cuuxock, at 


the Mart, E.C., at 2 o'clock, Freehold Ground-Rents (see 
advertisement, Feb. 4, p. 4). 

Feb. 23.—Messrs. Fasrrnotuen, Exviis, Crank, & Co., at 
the Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Property and 
Freehold Ground-Rents (see advertisement, Feb. 11, 


p. 4). 

Feb. 24.—Measrs. Baxrr & fons, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o'clock, Freehold and Leasehold Investments (eee adver- 
tisement, this week. p. 4). 

eb. 24.—Meesrs. Futter, Horsey, Sons, & Cassrir, 
the Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Investment 
advertisement, this week, p. 276). 


at 


- 


see | 





All letters intended for publication in the 


“ Solicitors’ Jpurnal” must be authenticated | 


by the name of the writer. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 

26s. ; by Post, 28s. 

268. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. 

at the ofice—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calf, 

Es. 6d. 


Where difficulty ts experienced in procuring the 


SoLicirors’ JOURNAL, 


Volumes bound 


Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 





M0 CAPITALISTS.—Remunerative Invest- | 


ment.—An old-established business (limited liability | 


company), paying 10 per cent, could with considerable 
advantage utilize some further capitel, and invites Sub- 
scriptions towards a sum to be provided of not less than 
£5,000. Full particulars, with strictest investigation, to 
any bona fide applicant. Affords excellent opportunity for 
participating in profits of a very successful manufacturing 
and industrial business.— Principals or their solicitors only, 
address, in first instance, H. 8. 486, Messrs. Deacon's, 
Leadenhall-street, E.C. 


AA ORTGAGES.—Various Sums wanted on | 


B well-built Property; good margins; satisfactory 
arrangements can be made by solicitors finding advances, 
—Address Morte acer, care of ‘* Solicitors’ Journal ’’ Office, 
27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 

SEVERAL FUNDS wanted to Finance 
h Builders with freeholder’s guarantee.—Tuomas 
Brevetor, 28, Eldon-street, E.C. 

RUST MONEYS.—To Solicitors, Trustees, 
and others who have Trust Moneys against first- 
Securities, such as Freeholds and Leaseholds, in this 

country ; please state amount offered and interest required, 
whether on freehold, leasehold or otherwise.—M. Leroy, 
Mortgage Broker, Broad-street-avenue, London, E.C. 
DVANCE of £100 required on first-class 
A Security ; high interest will be paid, also a fee to any 
Solicitor arranging Advance privately.—Address Ourca, 
eare of “ Solicitors’ Journal,” 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


EDGWOOD-HARRISON.—Will the 

London Solicitors who called upon Miss Harrison 

at 7, George-street, Ramsgate, about 25 years ago as to 

Claims for Money in Chancery communicate with Norman 
& Stricayt, Solicators, Chatham. 


REVERSIONS, ANNUITIES, LIFE 
INTERESTS, LIFE POLICIES, &c. 


ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRAN- 
FIELD (successors to Marsh, Milner, & Co.), Land 
and — a aluers and ye a be consul..d 
u questions appertaining to the above Interests. 
Their Periodical Sales (established by the late Mr. H. E. 
Marsh in _ occur on the First Thursday in each Month 
‘the year, and are the recognized medium for 
= this Sayin, = property. Advances made, if 
completion, or rmanent mortgages 
salotinted Addon 6, Poultry, Lakien, E.C. site 
MESES. ROBT. W. MANN & SON, 
SURVEYORS, VALUERS, 
AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 
Rost. W. Many, F.8.1., Tuomas R. Ransom, F.S8.1. 
J. Baosuaw Many, F.S.I., W. H. Many), 
3, Grosvenor-place, Eaton-square, 8.W., and 
—__™. Lownd 


street, Belzrave-square, 8.W. 
OLICITORS and Others will find excellent 
Sines seeeniite pechinn, close te eet ones 
Porter boy mesenger boxes-~ Apply Callers Otic, 
Chancery-lane. Pe 


LAW:—Solicitor (aged 27, admitted 1889) 
Conv. i d G 1M i “ 
zip ; moderate ealary.--, care of Housekeeper, "7, od 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1893. 


N ESSRS. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 

CLARK, & C9. beg to announce that the following 

days have been fixed for their SALES during the year 1893, 

to be held at the Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the 
Bank of England, F.C. :— 

Thurs , Feb. 23 Thurs., June 22 

| Thurs., March 23 Thurs., June 2) 


| Thurs., Oct. 5 
| Wed., March 29 | Wed., July 12 

| 

! 


Wed., Oct. 11 
Thurs., Oct. 19 
Thurs., Oct. 26 
Thurs., Nov. 2 
Thurs., Nov 16 
Thurs., Nov 23 
Thurs., Nov. 30 
Thurs., Dec. 7 


Wed., Dee. 13 


Thurs., April 6 Thurs., July 20 | 
| Wed., April 12 Thurs, Aug. 3 
Thurs., April 2) Thaurs., Aug. 10 
Thurs., April 27 
Thure., May 4 
Wed., May 10 | 
Thurs., May 18 
Thurs., May 25 Thurs., Sept. 21 | 
Thurs., June 8 Thurs., Sept. 25 | 
| Other appointments for immediate Sales will also be 
| arranged. 

Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, & Co. publish in the 
advertisement columns of ‘‘The Times” every Saturday a 
complete list of their forthcoming sales by auction, They 
also issue from time to time schedules of properties to be let 
or sold, comprising landed and residential estates, farms, 
freehold and leasehold houses, City offices and warehouses, 
ground-rents, and investments generally, which will be 
forwarded free of charge on application.—No. 29, Flect- 
street, Temple-bar, and 18, Old Broad-street, E.C. 


Wed., Aug. 16 
Thurs., Auz. 24 
Thurs., Sept. 7 
Wed., Sept. 13 


HAWPSTEAD. 


By order of the Executors of the late A. G. Anderson, Esq. 
—No. 1, Fitzjohn’s-avenue, close to Swiss-cottage 
Station.—A handsome, detached Freehold Mansion, buult 
for the late owner by Messrs. Holland & Hannen, ina 
most substantial manner, under the superintendence of 
Mr. John J. Stevenson, F.8.A., the eminent architect, 
with every regard to comfort and convenience. It 
occupies a commanding corner position, is surrounded by 
well-shaded, ornamental grounds, with summer and 
winter tennis courts, altogether comprising about an 
acre, and affords the following accommodation :— 
twelve excellent bedrooms, three dressing-rooms, two 
bath rooms, spacious and handsome double drawing- 
room, large dining-room, library, entrance and staircase 
halls, full-sized billiard room, and ample domestic offices, 
with extensive cellarage. The house is thoroughly dry, 
and the sanitary arrangements are upon the most 

approved modern principles. 

ya aes. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 

, CLARK, & CO. are instructed to OFFER for 
SALE, at the MART, on THURSDAY, MARCH 23, 1893 (in 

| conjunction with Messrs. MILLAR, SON, & BALL), the 

above valuable FREEHOLD MANSION and GROUNDS, 
with possession. 

Particulars may be obtained of Messrs. hee xine Hutchins, 
Stirling, & Murray, Solicitors, 11, Birchin-lane, E.C.; 
Messrs. Millar, Son, & Ball, 14, Grafton-street, W., and 8, 
Wellington-road, N.W.; and of Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, 
& Co., 29, Fleet-street, E.C.; 18, Old Broad-street, E.C. ; 
and 191, Finchley-road, N.W. 





SOUTHALL. 


On Friday next.—By order of the Executors of the late Mrs. 
Louisa Houlder.—An Income of £267 per annum, secured 
on Freehold Chemical Works, with reversion to the rack 
rental at the end of less than 31 years. 

N ESSRS. FULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & 

CASSELL are instructed to SELL by AUCTION, 
at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C.,on FRIDAY NEXT, 

FEBRUARY 24, at TWO precisely, the above FREEHOLD 

INVESTMENT, comprising the Norwood Chemical Works, 

Southall, having a frontage to a branch dock of the Grand 

Junction Canal of 238 feet, and occupying a ground area of 

2a. Or. 27p. The buildings consist of offices, stores, 

plumbers’ workshop, lime shed, retorting, boiler houses and 
packing sheds, coopers’ workshops, stables, laboratories, 
range of stores, nitre shed, and two chimney shafts. ‘here 
will also be included in the purchase the whole of the land- 
lord’s valuable plant and machinery attached to the free- 
hold, which inetndies six lead chambers for sulphuric acid. 

The works are let on lease to a responsible tenant for about 

30} years unexpired, at a rent of £267 per annum ; lessee 

paying all rates, taxes, insurance, and repairs. 

May be viewed by orders, and particulars had of A. Law- 
rence Houlder, Esq., Solicitor, Lonsdale-chambers, 27, 
Chancery-lane, W.C. (where a copy of the lease may be 
seen) ; at the Mart; and of the Auctioneers, 11, Billiter- 
square, E.C. 


CITY of LONDON. 


An extremely well-secured income of nearly £300 per 
annum, arising out of the commanding premises, No. 82, 
King William-street, occupied by the Caledonian Insur- 
ence Company. 

Rvsaw IRTH & STEVENS are instructed 

) to SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse- 
yard, E.C., on WEDNESDAY, MARCH 1, at ONE for 

TWO, the commanding PREMISES, No. 82, King William- 

street, at the corner of Abchurch-lane, comprising a bo os 

building of fuur floors and basement, held from the City 
of London for a term whereof 21 years will be unexpired at 

Lady Day, 1893, at rents amounting to £123 6s. 4d. per 

annum, and underleased in 1837 to the Caledonian Fire and 

Life Insurance Company for the whole term (less 21 days) 

at rents amounting to £420 per annum. 

Particulars may be had of T. J. Brown, Esq., Solicitor, 

20, King William-street, W.C.; at the Mart; and of the 

Auctioneers, 22, Savile-row, W. 





N ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park- 
i street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive West-End 
ae which they have for Sale. 

on. 








Feb. 18, 1893. 


R. UTTLEY, Solicitor, continues to 
rapidly and successfully PREPARE CANDIDATES, 
orally and by J for the SOLICITORS’ and BAR 
PRELIMINARY, INTERMEDIATE, and FINAL, and 
LL.B. Examinations. Terms from £1 1s. r month, 
Many Purits nave Taken Honours.—For further par- 
ticulars, and copies of “‘ Hints on Stephen’s Commentaries” 
and “ Hints on Criminal Law,” address, 17, Brazennose- 
street, Albert-square, Manchester. 


INKERTON’S DETECTIVE OFFICE.— 
Female and Male Detectives.—Divorce.—Prompt, 
secret, and reliable evidence obtained ; suspected persons 
watched ; missing friends traced ; trade inquiries made.— 
Chief Office, 14, Duke-street, Strand; 32, Surrey-lane, 
sattersea, 8.W. Telegrams, “* Detexi, London.” 





VYPE-WRITING.—Documents of every 
description carefully and accurately Copied ; private 

room for dictation; highest references.—Ravxe & Co., 40, 
Norfolk-street, Strand. Translations undertaken. 





W ANTED, Copies of the ‘ Solicitors’ 

Journal ” for October 31st, 1891, being No. 1 of Vol. 
36. 6d. per copy will be given for the above at the Office, 
27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY 
L (LIMITED). 
Subscribed Capital . 
Paid-up i “ 816,665 
Reserve Fund rt 460,000 
Notice is hereby given that the present Rates of Interest 
allowed for deposits are as follows—viz., 
One per cent. per annum at call. 
One and a quarter per cent. at seven and fourteen 
days’ notice. 
Money received for fixed periods at rates specially to be 
agreed upon. 
CHARLES HENRY HUTCHINS, Manager. 
¥ LEWIS BEAUMONT, Sub-Manager. 
No. 35, Cornhill, E.C., 16th February, 1893. 
INSURANCE OFFICE. 
Founded 1710. 
Law Courts Braycu, 
40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C., 
A. W. COUSINS, 
(FIRE) District Manager. 


SUM INSURED in 1891, £373,700,000. 


.-» £4,233,355 





Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
IMPERIAL rsvrance company 


uimirepD. FIRE. 
Established 1803. 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £390,000. 
Total Funds £1,600,000. 

E. COZENS SMITH, 


General Manag-r. 


THE 


Head Offices 
Alpe ¥i, Dale Street, 
LIVERPOOL 


14, King William Stroet, 

LONDON. 

Liberal Commission 

allowed to MEMBERS 

OF THE LEGAL PRO- 

FESSION for introduee 
INSURANCE GOWPARY® sien of business. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE esi MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


&LANCAS 


\\) 
gnv® FIRE 


LONDON & 
LANCASHIRE 
4 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns, 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


Suncne and Valuations attended ta” *PPH*| 94 CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





